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ABSTRACT
This study was conducted to examine the perceptions of Orange County high
school teachers and administrators regarding selected school characteristics and their
relationship to teacher retention. The study was based on another investigation conducted
by the Charlotte Advocates of Education (2004) inquiring into the working conditions in
schools and their impact on teacher retention. A total of 292 teachers with less than 4
years of experience and 14 administrators with more than 1 year of experience responded
to 25 survey items related to the 6 factors comprising positive school characteristics.
Factors such as School Facility, Resources, and Professional Development
contributed positively to the school characteristics, and Collegial Environment, New
Teacher Support, and Teacher Empowerment factors were present to a lesser degree.
Administrators perceived, to a greater extent than did teachers, the presence of the six
factors. For the most part, the perceptions of teachers regarding the six factors did not
differ significantly based on sex, age, education, and ethnicity. Some differences between
ethnic groups concerning Professional Development and New Teacher Support factors
and some differences between age groups for Collegial Environment and Professional
Development factors were determined.
The presence of Professional Development and New Teacher Support was a good
indicator of teachers’ intention to stay in the teaching profession. One fourth of
respondents (54, 25%) indicated interest in long-term teaching careers, and almost half of
those surveyed wished to conclude their teaching careers within 5 (54. 25%) or 10 (43
(20%) years.
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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM AND ITS CLARIFYING COMPONENTS

Introduction
According to Darling-Hammond (2003) and Dove (2004), the teacher shortage
has become one of the most important concerns in the United States and throughout the
world. They have expressed their concerns that teachers have left the profession at a rate
faster than that of any other profession. According to Dove, 9.3% of public school
teachers exited the school system prior to the completion of their first year; more than
20% of U.S. public school teachers left teaching within the first 3 years of teaching; and
nearly 30% of America’s teachers left the teaching profession within their first 5 years.
The shortage of qualified teachers has been a widely acknowledged problem
(Billingsley, 1993; Dove, 2004; Hunt & Carrol, 2003; Mitchell, 1968; Shann, 1998).
Teacher shortages have been driven by many factors such as increasing student
enrollment, demand for smaller classes, retirements, and inadequate supply of qualified
teachers (Hunt & Carrol). These authors referred to their retention concerns regarding the
loss of teachers as a “national crisis” (p. 22).
In the early 1980s, a crisis was anticipated in the educational system due to the
projected severe teacher shortages in elementary and secondary schools. The prediction
was that schools would be forced to fill vacancies by employing under-qualified teachers
and thereby lower standards (Ingersoll, 2001b). This concern sparked immense interest
among researchers to study teacher supply and demand. Merrow (1999) reported that
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many individuals who became teachers either did not teach or did not remain in the
profession.
Mitchell (1968) expressed his views regarding the supply and demand of teachers
even during his teaching days. According to him, although the teaching institutions
supplied huge numbers of teachers every year, scarcity of qualified teachers continued to
be an ongoing issue even in the 1920s. Mitchell was concerned that a large number of
qualified teachers never entered the teaching field. A large number that did accept
teaching positions left after a year or a few years. Mitchell discussed the reasons schools
had not attracted more career teachers. He saw working conditions and personnel
practices as two major factors responsible for the teacher exodus problem and noted that
these had been concerns as early as 1900.
According to Ingersoll (2001c), 418,588 of nearly 3 million teachers left their
teaching jobs by the end of the 1995 school year. His data reflected a departure count
equal to or more than that of new hires. A total of 191,179 teachers entered the profession
for the 1990-91 school year, but within 12 months, 173,994 teachers (91% of the number
hired) left. In 1993-94, approximately 192,550 teachers joined the teaching profession,
but in the following 12 months, 212,908 (equal to 110% of the number hired) left the
occupation.
In a professional analysis of teacher shortages, Ingersoll (2001a) expressed his
views on the characteristics of organizations that employed teachers, a largely overlooked
area. He did not believe that adding recruitment programs would, in itself, solve staffing
issues. He believed that the organizational sources affecting retention needed to be
2

addressed. The challenge to provide qualified teachers for every classroom became a
demanding task and became major issues for the media and researchers. In order to meet
the staffing problem challenge, wide ranges of initiatives were implemented to lure
qualified candidates to the teaching field (Ingersoll, 2001a). Yet, according to Seyfarth
(2002), little research had occurred to investigate the relationship of organizational
features of schools and higher levels of teacher turnover.
According to Quality Counts 2000, the fourth annual 50-state report by Education
Week, the most important question at that time was related to states’ actions in attracting,
screening, and keeping good teachers. The response, resulting from a comprehensive
survey of state initiatives, was “not enough” (p. 8). It was stated in the executive
summary of Quality Counts 2000 that,
While they set standards for who can enter the profession on the front end, most
keep the door cracked open at the back end. As a result, millions of students sit
down every day before instructors who do not meet the minimum requirements
their states say they should have to teach in public schools. (p. 8)

New Hires in Public Schools
The Florida Department of Education (2003) used a survey of Florida school
districts to report the newly hired teachers at the beginning of the 2003-2004 school year.
During Fall 2002, a total of 15,388 teachers were hired by all school districts. This
number exceeded that of any previous year. According to the fall 2003 New Hires
Survey, 19,317 classroom teachers and 978 other instructional personnel were hired
between July 1, and November 1, numbers greater than any other year; and there was a
25% increase over the number of new hires in Fall 2002. These new hires comprised
3

13.1 % of all classroom teachers and had increased (from 10% to 11% in the prior years).
The implementation of a class size amendment to the Florida State Constitution
triggered the demand to hire more classroom teachers. In March 2003, the Florida State
Board of Education approved a teacher projection report indicating that an estimated
22,582 teachers were needed to fill vacancies for the 2003-2004 school year. Overall,
11.5 % of the new hires in fall 2003, a number lower than in previous years, were not
certified in the areas in which they were hired to teach.
Based on the information from school districts in the End of Year Survey, 9.8% of
Florida’s teachers left the classroom during 2002-2003. That percentage was greater than
that of previous years. Of the total 13,751 teachers who left teaching positions during
2002-03, 8,538 (62%) were reported as having resigned voluntarily (The State Board of
Education, 2004).

Effect of Enrollment Growth on the Number of Teachers Needed
The demand for teachers has also been affected by the increased number of
student enrollments. According to a November 2004 State Board of Education report,
even though the rate of growth was expected to slow in the future, Florida was likely to
enroll 50,000 or more students each year. That would necessitate an additional 2,000 to
3,000 additional teachers being employed each year to accommodate the growing student
population.
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The Class Size Amendment and No Child Left Behind Act
Teacher turnover and enrollment growth have continued to affect the demand for
new teachers. Another component that had been added to this existing concern has been
the Class Size Amendment passed by Florida Voters in 2002 and the Federal No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB) that mandated there must be a highly qualified teacher in every
core-subject classroom by 2005-2006. These legal mandates have further complicated the
seriousness of the existing condition. From the class size amendment alone, the
projection for additional teachers needed in 2004-2005 was 4,300, 2,400 teachers in
2005-06, and a steep increase to 11,821 in the year 2006-07 when the class size
requirements would be in effect (The Florida Department of Education, 2004).

Critical Shortage Areas
The Florida State Board of Education (November, 2004) referred to a critical
shortage of teachers as a number of graduates significantly smaller than the number of
job openings and fields with insufficient numbers in reserve. Critical shortages in Florida,
in addition to those in specific content areas, required: (a) replacing teachers leaving or
retiring (56%), (b) achieving class size targets (34%), and (c) providing for enrollment
growth (10%). Results of a survey of graduates, completed by the 29 institutions in
Florida that offered teacher education programs, indicated that 61% taught in Florida
public schools the year after their graduation, and 58% were still teaching even after 4
years.

5

The State Board of Education in Florida (November, 2004) projected the total
education graduates to be 6,409 teachers. The ratio of graduates in 2002-03 to the number
of needed new hires in fall 2003 was 1:13 ratio. In 2006-07, the projected ratio of 1:17
showed a larger gap in meeting statewide needs for teachers. The gaps between new hires
and graduates were projected to be even wider in the content areas such as technology
and foreign language.
According to The U.S. Bureau of Census (2000), there was a 23.5% increase in
the population growth from 12,937,926 in 1990 to 15,982,378 in 2000. That implied that
there was an increase of 3,044,400 new arrivals in Florida during the 10 years. Florida’s
population size increase was considered to be one of the largest when it went from 33rd to
4th in rank among the states. The demand for experienced and expert teachers grew along
with the increase in new residents.
The National Center for Education Statistics (1998) predicted that by 2008 more
than 2.4 million teachers would be needed in the United States. Due to increased birth
rates and immigration, student enrollment in American schools was expected to pass 54
million by 2008 (Merrow, 1999). Of equal concern were the anticipated retirements of
more than one-third of teachers over 50 years of age by 2015. In Florida, a bill was
passed in 2004 to reduce class size necessitating the need to hire additional teachers
(Merrow). Merrow expressed concerns that the teacher supply problem was one of
retention rather than recruitment. According to him, a sufficient number of teachers were
being produced but were choosing other careers within a short period of time leaving
behind voids to be filled by yet another set of novice teachers. This led to the conclusion
6

by many researchers (Darling-Hammond, 2003; Delgado, 1999; Seyfarth, 2002) that
mentoring and induction programs designed to assist the new teachers could greatly
reduce the teacher exodus.
Other researchers (Billingsley, 1993; Kim & Loadman, 1994; Shann, 1998)
indicated that there were several reasons for a teacher shortage. Among the reasons,
salary, opportunity for advancement, retirement, relocation, and support from
administrators were discussed. Some issues like salary, relocation, and retirement were
beyond a school leader’s control, but the work environment was one of the main reasons
teachers showed dissatisfaction leading to leaving the teaching profession. Many teachers
felt that they were not treated like professionals. Fiore & Whitaker (2005) expressed this
frustration:
A lack of authority to make decisions about curriculum, assessment, scheduling,
and policy leads both experienced and novice teachers to doubt their professional
status. These feelings of doubt are enhanced when teachers feel the pressures of
accountability without some degree of buffer from the principal. The best
principals provide protection from excessive stress, enabling teachers to do their
jobs in a less threatening environment. (p.37)
Working conditions in a school have been shown to be linked positively with
school administrators and in turn have influenced teacher effectiveness. Veenman (1984)
studied beginning teachers to analyze the types of problems they faced on a regular basis.
He identified 17 serious problems teachers dealt with on the job. The most important
factors mentioned were (a) classroom discipline, (b) student motivation, (c) knowledge of
school policies and rules, (d) dealing with parents, (e) heavy teaching load, (f) effective
use of teaching strategies, (g) lack of materials and supplies, and (h) relationship with the
leadership team. The reasons for teacher departure have been studied extensively (Fiore
7

& Whitaker, 2005; Ingersoll, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c; Merrow, 1999; Mitchell, 1968;
Podsen, 2002; Seyfarth, 2002; Veenman, 1984).
Fiore and Whitaker (2005) observed that most effective teachers constantly
strived to improve their knowledge, while ineffective teachers set simple, vague goals.
Also acknowledged was the need, by teachers who were most effective, to be supported
by administrators who set measurable goals and energized the staff. Seyfarth (2002)
suggested that administrators needed to provide stimulating staff development programs,
assist with expenses for travel for conferences, and arrange for sabbatical leaves. School
leaders needed to enable perpetual growth for faculty.

Purpose of Study
Although problems of teacher staffing and attrition have become among the most
important policy issues facing schools and the subject of much research, there has
been very little research or commentary from a sociological perspective. In
particular, few studies have examined the effects of the organizational conditions
of the schools. (Ingersoll, 2001c, p. 4)
This study was focused on selected school characteristics in an effort to better
understand why teachers desired to stay in their current teaching positions. It was
concentrated on selected characteristics of the school and their importance, as perceived
by teachers and administrators, in building a culture that encouraged teachers to remain
not only in the teaching profession but in their schools. The impetus for the present study
was provided by an earlier research effort in which teachers were queried as to the
importance of a number of school characteristics (Charlotte Advocates for Education,
2004). The importance of a positive working environment and administrative support as
8

two major determinants in teachers’ desire to stay at a school was noted. The present
study was intended to extend the earlier school characteristics study by identifying school
characteristic factors and exploring teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions regarding
their importance in building a positive school culture.

Statement of the Problem
This study was conducted to investigate the perceptions of currently employed
high school teachers and administrators regarding the extent to which a positive school
environment, comprised of six school characteristic factors, was present in their schools.
Differences in teachers’ perceptions based on selected personal and professional variables
were also explored in order to determine which, if any, of the school characteristic factors
influenced their desire to remain in the teaching profession and in their school.

Assumptions
1. It was assumed that the teachers and administrators responded to the survey
instruments honestly.
2. It was assumed that the survey instruments were adequate in measuring the
perceptions of teachers and administrators regarding the characteristics of the
school.
3. It was assumed that the six school characteristic factors, as measured by the
School Characteristics Survey for High School Teachers (Appendix A) and
the School Characteristics Survey for Administrators (Appendix B) provided
an adequate representation of the school’s environment..
9

Delimitations
1. The study was delimited to high school teachers in the Orange County Public
School District, Florida who had taught in their current school for less than 4
years.
2. The study was delimited to high school administrators in the Orange County
School District, Florida who had been in their current school for more than
one year.

Definition of Terms
School environment: Six school characteristic factors (School Facilities,
Resources, Collegial Environment, Professional Development, New Teacher Support and
Teacher Empowerment) derived from the school characteristics identified on the two
surveys developed for the study.
Teacher retention: Teachers who continue to teach in the same school from one
year to the next (Wenders, 2004).
Teacher attrition: The premature and voluntary departure of teachers.
Teacher turnover: The percentage of teachers who leave the teaching profession
during any year (Wenders, 2004).

Research Questions
The study was guided by the following research questions:
1. To what extent do currently employed teachers agree that selected school
characteristics are present in their schools?
10

2. To what extent do currently employed administrators agree that selected
school characteristics are present in their schools?
3. What is the difference, if any, between the perceptions of administrators and
teachers regarding the presence of selected school characteristics in their
schools?
4. To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of selected school characteristics
vary based on teacher's (a) age; (b) gender; (c) education and (d) ethnicity?
5. What is the relationship, if any, between teachers’ perceptions of selected
school characteristics and their intention to remain in the same school?
6. What is the relationship, if any, between teachers’ perceptions of selected
school characteristics and their intention to remain in the teaching
profession?

Methodology
Population
The population consisted of 2004-05 high school teachers in Orange County
Public Schools in Orlando, Florida who had been teaching in the same school for less
than 4 years and whose principals had been in the same school for more than one year. A
total of 14 administrators and 292 teachers participated in this study.
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Instrumentation
The methodology was designed to explore the perceptions of high school teachers
and administrators regarding selected school characteristics and to identify factors which
were descriptive of a school’s environment. An instrument used in a study by Charlotte
Advocates for Education (2004) was reviewed. Its primary purpose had been to examine
principal leadership in increasing teacher retention. This instrument was modified for use
in the present study with a focus on school characteristics factors and teachers’ desire to
continue in the teaching profession and in the same school. Two surveys permitting
teacher and administrator responses to identical items were developed and subjected to
pilot testing to establish the external validity of the instruments. After minor corrections,
the two instruments were finalized.
The first part of both surveys contained 25 questions, personalized for the two
subgroups, which addressed school characteristics and permitted the identification of
teacher and administrator perceptions regarding the following 6 factors: (a) School
Facilities (b) Resources, (c) Collegial Environment, (d) Professional Development, (e)
New Teacher Support, and (f) Teacher Empowerment.
The second part of both questionnaires was used to elicit demographic
information about respondents. These data were used in further delineating subgroups
within groups of teacher and administrator respondents and in determining differences in
perceptions based on age, ethnicity and gender as well as intention to remain in teaching
and to desire to continue teaching in the same school.

12

Data Collection Procedures and Analysis
On March 22, 2005 high school administrators were contacted by e-mail to
inform them about the dissertation project. On the same day, a cover letter and a copy of
the survey were sent to them for their review through the OCPS courier. On April 5,
2005, all eligible participants were again contacted by e-mail informing them of a future
visit to the respective schools to distribute the survey instrument. The surveys, cover
letters, and self-addressed envelopes were then delivered personally on April 12, 2005;
April 13, 2005; April 18, 2005, and April 21, 2005 to be distributed to the teachers and
administrators during faculty meetings. Dillman’s (2000) five-point method was used to
contact teachers who did not respond on time. All the completed surveys were returned to
the researcher through the Orange County Public School’s courier in the self-addressed
envelopes that were provided to participants. After the results were tabulated, a report
was provided to respondents who requested a copy.
The statistical procedure, factor analysis, was used to analyze the data gathered
regarding the 25 school characteristics issues explored in each of the surveys. The 6
factors (School Facilities, Resources, Collegial Environment, Professional Development,
New Teacher Support, and Teacher Empowerment) were used as the unit of analysis in
all of the subsequent data analysis procedures. Data were analyzed using SPSS (2003)
software.

13

Significance of the Study
Teachers have left schools for various reasons (Billingsley, 1993; Kim &
Loadman, 1994; Shann, 1998), and these reasons have been explored. There has been less
research, however, conducted with a specific focus on the relationship between teacher
retention and the school’s characteristics; thus, it seemed appropriate to examine teacher
perceptions of the six factors contributing to the school’s environment, the extent to
which administrators and teachers agreed on them, and the positive conditions that would
encourage teachers to continue teaching and remain in their present schools from year to
year. It was anticipated that this study would provide information that would be helpful to
administrators as well as teachers in aligning their actions toward common and ideal
organizational goals.

Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 has presented the problem statement and its clarifying components.
Chapter 2 consists of the review of literature and the relevance to the purpose of this
study. Chapter 3 contains the methodology and the process of data collection and
analysis. Chapter 4 presents the analysis of the data collection and interpretation of the
data analysis. Chapter 5 is comprised of a summary of the results of the study,
conclusions, and recommendations for practice and further research.

14

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
The review of the literature has been organized to address problems associated
with retaining an adequate and well qualified core of teachers in the United States.
Literature reviewed has focused on (a) the extent to which a teacher shortage exists, (b)
why teachers leave and the problems associated with teacher attrition, (c) the modern
high school and the need for teachers, (d) the importance of a positive school
environment in retaining teachers and (e) the six school characteristics factors comprising
a school’s environment..

How Real is the Teacher Shortage?
Wayne (2000) reviewed the data of the National Center for Educational Statistics
(1998) that counted students every year. Wayne speculated that if these predictions were
correct, the teaching force might not grow, and the only growth that might be anticipated
would come from a reduction in the pupil-teacher ratio. Despite this projection, NCES, in
its analysis, cited a need for 2.2 million public school teachers by 2008.
There has been continued national debate as to whether there is a national crisis
related to a teacher shortage. Researchers have explored turnover and attrition, and some
have attempted to quell the fear that has accompanied the debate with opposing views. In
his study of public school teacher supply and demand, Wayne (2000) found that
according to projections, enrollments were leveling off. He explained that the NCES’
15

(National Center for Educational Statistics) data for the 10-year period from 1988 to 1998
indicated a 16% increase in student enrollment. From 2000 to 2005, however,
enrollments were expected to rise only 1 %, while 2005 to 2010 enrollments were
anticipated to decline. From 1990 to 1996, elementary enrollment had dropped around
6% in West Virginia and North Dakota, but had increased about 15% in California and
New Jersey reflecting the demographic growth of various regions of the United States.
Overall, annual hiring increases were expected to not exceed about 2 or 3 % over the next
few years.
Wayne (2000) also cited results from studies on teacher attrition. Excluding
retirements, only about 5% of teachers left their profession each year. The beginning
teachers who quit did so due to personal and family reasons not due to job dissatisfaction.
He expressed concern over inadequate proof of the extent of the problem provided by the
research community to policy makers. Though Wayne thought that policy researchers had
made considerable efforts to challenge each other’s work and shape the public
understanding of the teacher quality issues, he felt that, “although that debate will have
salutary effects over the long-term, the short-term outlook for lay audiences is confusion
over whom to trust” (p. 2).
In keeping with the same concept, Ingersoll’s (2001b) theory did not condone
hiring more teachers. He observed that recruiting more teachers through alternate
programs, financial incentives, signing bonuses, student loan forgiveness, housing
assistance, and tuition reimbursement was not going to solve the problem if teachers
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continued to leave the profession. He felt that more national research was needed to
examine the impact of teacher turnover on school community and school performance.
It has been emphasized that teacher attrition among novices was unusually high
and was likely to remain so until schools became more supportive in supplying
appropriate working environments and universities better prepared teachers for the
classroom. Wayne (2000) expressed his opinion in the following statement:
No doubt these factors matter, but the real numbers show state and federal policy
makers that substantial leverage is possible via the blunt instrument before them.
Perhaps a twelve-month calendar- and concomitant salary increases- would draw
the mainstream labor market in to schools. Given good information, we know not
to ignore such options. (p. 4)
Teacher Attrition
According to a 1999 report prepared by The United States Department of
Education,
We now have compelling evidence that confirms what parents have always
known−the teacher makes a critical difference in a child’s learning. Research has
found that the quality of teaching in our classrooms is the most important inschool factor for improving student achievement. The challenge of ensuring
enough qualified teachers is not simply to increase the numbers of new teachers
that we recruit. The challenge is also to reduce the demand for new teachers by
eliminating the many factors that drive teachers from the profession and by
removing the barriers that prevent the many qualified individuals who are not
teaching from doing so. (p. 5)
According to Schneider (2003), many analysts have argued that school-staffing
problems were caused less by the lack of new teachers than by teacher attrition. A similar
view was expressed in Ingersoll’s (2001a) schools and staffing survey where some
schools were reported to have lost as many as 40% or as few as 5% of their new teachers.
He suggested addressing the organizational sources of low teacher retention as well as
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recruitment issues. His approach focused the attention on school characteristics and
organizational conditions that may be responsible for a high teacher turnover rate. He
further reported that turnover rates were distinctly lower in schools that had higher
administrative support for teachers, had a lower level of student discipline problems, and
had a very high level of faculty-decision making influence and autonomy (Ingersoll,
2001a).
In the early 1980s, the most talked about crisis in education was the upcoming
possibility of a severe teacher shortage in elementary and secondary schools.
Consequently, it was reported that schools were forced to fill those vacancies by
employing under-qualified teachers, thereby lowering standards (Ingersoll, 2001b). This
concern sparked immense interest among teacher supply and demand researchers.
According to Seyfarth (2002), “teacher turnover usually is an indicator of teachers’ lack
of satisfaction with their jobs or have to do with factors in their personal lives or the
economy” (p. 100).
The retention of public school teachers has been an issue of continuing concern.
Ingersoll (2001b) indicated that in 1987-88, approximately 180,000 teachers entered and
170,000 left the teaching profession for various reasons. By 1999-2000, however, the
number of teachers who left (280,000) far exceeded the number of teachers (230,000)
who entered the field.
Shen (1997) stated that, “ in addition to the issue of quality, high rates of teacher
attrition disrupt program continuity and planning, hinder student learning and increase
school district’s expenditure on recruiting and hiring” (p. 1).
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Good teachers have been of utmost importance in assuring high caliber student
performance. Hence, there has been an urgency to make sure that qualified individuals
with higher academic standards were available to adequately fill teaching vacancies. Hunt
& Carrol’s (2003) view was:
Our inability to support high quality teaching is driven not by too few teachers
coming in, but by too many going out, that is, by staggering rates of teacher
turnover. It is as if we are pouring water into a bucket with a fist sized hole in the
bottom. (p.21)
Similar thought was reflected by Ingersoll (2001a) who presented his view that
“coming shortfalls of teachers will force many school systems to resort to lowering
standards to fill teaching openings, inevitably resulting in high levels of under-qualified
teachers and lower school performance”(p. 4). By the beginning of the 21st century, the
challenge to provide qualified teachers for every classroom had not only become a
demanding task for school systems, it was receiving widespread media attention. In order
to meet the staffing problem challenge, a wide range of initiatives were implemented to
lure qualified candidates to the teaching field. Ingersoll (2001a) reported that, programs
such as Troops for Teachers, Teach for America, and the Peace Corps were being used to
entice other professionals into teaching. He also provided data regarding alternative
licensing programs for college graduates that permitted prospective teachers to postpone
formal education training and commence a teaching career after obtaining an emergency
teaching license.
Low poverty schools turned over about 13% of their teaching staffs, whereas
high-poverty schools turned over a higher 20% on average according to the latest schools
and staffing survey information analyzed by Ingersoll (2001a). He questioned the number
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and impact on staffing of turnovers in a particular school. Unlike other researchers that
focused on characteristics of organizations that employed teachers, he addressed the
organizational sources of low teacher retention rather than simply focusing on
recruitment. His findings indicated that the rate of teacher turnover was higher than that
found in many other occupations.
Despite the attention placed on teacher shortage and teacher turnover, the problem
has persisted. According to Merrow (1999), approximately 30% of beginning teachers
have left the field within 5 years. Of every 100 licensed graduates, 30 never began
teaching. Of the remaining 70 teachers, 21 left within 5 years.
Viadero (2003) reported on a study conducted by the Harvard University
Graduate School of Education of 486 first and second year teachers in 186 elementary,
middle, and high schools in California, Florida, Massachusetts, and Michigan. The
purpose of this study was to survey the measures taken to hire qualified teachers. Of this
group, approximately 33% of the new teachers were hired after the start of the school
year, and 62% were hired within 30 days of the date they started the job. Only 7.5% of
the teachers were observed teaching a sample lesson as part of the hiring process, and
only 35% got the chance to observe classes prior to their hiring.
Tennessee Tomorrow, Inc. (2002) published an analysis of teacher attrition in
Tennessee. Teachers were surveyed on various occasions and were asked to convey the
reasons of their departure. Reasons teachers shared for their departure included moving
between schools, leaving the teaching field for retirement, pursuing higher education or a
different position, and dissatisfaction. The most important reason for teacher turnover
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besides retirement was determined to be a lack of support from administrators. The most
frequently cited reasons for job dissatisfaction were low salaries, inadequate support from
school administrators, and limited involvement in the school’s decision making process.
Keller (2003) discussed a study in North Carolina where 75,000 teachers were
surveyed to learn more about working conditions and why teachers were leaving the
classroom. With a growing teacher shortage, researchers were increasingly interested in
exploring the cause of teacher turnover in more detail “seeking to discover whether
teachers leave more often than similarly educated workers--which bears on the question
of how much and what kind of turnover is unhealthy for education” (p. 8).
Another reason for teacher dissatisfaction was related to a school’s lack of a sense
of community. According to Royal and Rossi (1999), independence and freedom have
been features of the staff culture in many schools, particularly at the secondary level.
Also, a growing body of research suggested that experiencing a sense of community at
work may benefit teachers personally and advance their instructional efforts. Sense of
community was linked to teachers’ well being, enhanced their feelings of efficacy and
satisfaction with their work.
Ruenzel (1998) reported the experience of a particular teacher in a school in
Oakland:
Young teachers in particular, come and go out at a furious rate. Veterans tend to
keep their distance from the rookies. The older teachers do not think the younger
ones will stay. So they close themselves off in the classrooms all day with the kids
while the younger ones flounder in a sink-or-swim situation. (p. 37)
Another teacher in the same school lamented the absence of unity and coherence
in the school. He said that, “isolation inevitably occurs at the school, and this isolation
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leads to a breakdown of communications. So you end up doing your own thing, not
bothering anybody else” (p. 37). Another young female teacher who quit teaching in a
Denver public school attributed her departure to not getting basic supplies and support
and said, “I felt a tremendous sense of failure everyday because I was unable to reach all
the kids” (CNN Report, 2003).
Viadero (2003) looked at the climate of schools and how it affected teacher
turnover. Many new teachers found the school culture to be less supportive and
collaborative. Of the new teachers surveyed, 43% indicated that they did not have the
opportunity to be observed by a mentor or an experienced colleague. Slightly more than
half (56%) felt that they did not have any special help due to their inexperience, while
75% equated their academic and administrative responsibilities with those of senior and
experienced teachers.
Dworkin (1987) discussed causes of teacher turnover, some of which were related
to social-psychological characteristics of teachers, school demographics and the school’s
organizational climate. He showed concern that teacher turnover could cause a severe
organizational problem for public schools. As teachers left, school districts lost the
investments they made in workshops, in-service, and teacher socialization activities.
Since the departing teachers were replaced by novice teachers, the district was required to
continually expend a high level of funding in the training process for beginning teachers.
Furthermore, high levels of teacher turnover led to filling positions with inexperienced
teachers and increased the possibility of reduced overall achievement by the school
district’s children. Dworkin expressed concern regarding a “snowball” effect that could
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occur when large numbers of departures might cause remaining teachers to consider the
workplace as undesirable. This could result in additional turnover. He stated that,
Repeated high turnover rates due to low morale, combined with the normal
attrition through retirement, leaves a school without a leadership core among the
staff, since the experienced teachers who share some of the management duties
with the principal are absent. (p. 3)
Dworkin (1987) also reflected on teacher burnout and expressed his belief that
“the likelihood of teacher burnout diminishes with each additional year of teaching that a
teacher gains beyond the fifth year in the classroom” (p. 155). He also spoke to the
importance of like mindedness of teachers and principals when he stated, “the greater the
discrepancy between a teacher’s perception of the preferred role of a principal and his or
her own principal’s perception of the role, the greater the likelihood that the teacher will
experience burnout” (p. 155).
Snyder (2000) wrote about the importance of success in encouraging teachers to
continue teaching careers. As a senior researcher for the National Commission on
Teaching and America's Future and the Director of Teacher Education at the University
of California, he stated that, "the most effective strategies are to organize schools in such
a way that teachers can be successful with their students and in ways that allow teachers
to continually learn with and from each other” (p. 2).
Other researcher/writers addressed such issues as the effect continued turnover
had on the teaching staff’s ability to establish teamwork and continuity of curricula and
programs along with the impact on community, parents, and students. According to Hunt
and Carrol (2003), the most serious consequence of teacher turnover appeared to be in the
erosion of teaching quality and student achievement. Schools with high teacher turnover
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continually poured money into recruitment efforts and professional support for new
teachers. Other experienced teachers who could serve as mentors were under pressure to
meet the demands not only of their students but of their newly hired colleagues. In most
cases, it was the lowest income students who suffered most. Young people, badly in need
of stability and emotional support, have suffered the consequences of excessive teacher
turnover.
The Recruitment and Retention Project of Oregon (2004) had various suggestions
to improve teacher retention. They were: (a) Develop clear role descriptions; (b) provide
adequate teaching resources and office space; (c) reduce/limit administrative
requirements; (d) match beginning teacher assignments with their prior experiences and
training ; (e) use mentor programs to assist and provide support for beginning teachers;
(f) provide specific feedback, encouragement, and continued opportunities for growth
especially in areas of coping strategies, behavior management, and collaborative skills;
(g) restructure the workplace by giving teachers more responsibility and autonomy.
The report of the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future also
offered solutions to retain teachers. Suggestions were related to ideas for better
organization and investments in schools, rigorous teaching and standards in quality
preparation programs, and upgrading the appeal of teaching through better preparation,
mentoring and pay. Since school districts have been facing the daunting task of providing
qualified teachers for every classroom, the concern has been that standards would be
lowered or teachers would be asked to teach out of their areas of certification (CNN
Report, 2003).
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The Development and Challenges of Public Secondary Schools
In no area of public education have the challenges been greater than in secondary
schools. Secondary schools in the United States have had a relatively short life and have
been required to respond to the changing needs of the students they serve. Secondary
school education was exclusively reserved for the highly privileged until the 20th century.
Even up to 1910, a minimal 10% of American youngsters attended high schools. Cited as
the first American high school, the Boston Latin Grammar School opened in 1635 and
was built to prepare young men to be eligible to enter Harvard, join government service,
and provide service in the church. Though elementary schools sprouted up all over
America over the next 200 years, it was 1821 when the first public “high” school, the
English Classical School, opened in Boston. The curriculum consisted of composition,
declamation, mathematics, history, civics, logic, surveying, navigation, and moral and
political philosophy. Other public schools soon appeared in other parts of New England
and New York. With a major focus on preparing young men for college, their enrollment
was very low (Boyer, 1983).
In 1847, the concept of the modern public high school was born when the
Michigan State Supreme Court ruled that taxes were to be levied in order to support
elementary and secondary schools. By 1870, however, there were only 500 public high
schools with 50,000 students in all of the United States. During this time, girls were
allowed to be enrolled and trained to become teachers, and young men from
economically disadvantaged groups attended high schools to learn a skilled trade. The
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industrial revolution and beginning of mass urbanization brought about construction of
early modern public high schools (Boyer, 1983).
Massive numbers of immigrants with very little formal education or financial
status entered the United States during the first two decades of 20th century. Educational
leaders and political pundits did not believe that the education these new immigrants
were receiving was adequate to survive and thrive. They believed the focus of education
should be on the acculturation of these youths into the American society (Kliebard,
1986).
In the year 1918, the Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary Education
issued “The Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education” which stated the primary
purposes of high schools (Kliebard, 1986, p. 12). This document was published by the
U.S. Bureau of Education and assisted in laying the foundations of the modern American
High School. The culture of the American schools, with its loose academic standards,
was adequate to meet the educational demands of that time period. Until the middle of the
20th century, American youth were well prepared compared to students in other countries
where universal secondary education had not yet been very popular. Beginning in
approximately 1960, the American school system began to experience difficulties. Public
distrust over the inadequacy of public schooling during the launch of Sputnik and the
report “A Nation at Risk” created a demand for American schools to provide all students
with access to a rigorous academic curriculum (U.S. Department of Education, 1996).
Historically, school teaching was transient work; teachers were recruited
randomly for 10 weeks without having a formal training. Teaching was considered a step
26

up from blue-collar work to a white-collar profession (Carter, 1989). Turnover was very
high as teachers were often only one generation away from blue-collar work and life
styles (Donaldson, 2001). Educators, especially men, used classroom teaching as a
stepping stone to more highly valued roles or professions. By 1925, schools were
managed by their administrators, again largely male, and teachers were placed at the
bottom of the hierarchical ladder (Carter). Teacher supply and demand in secondary
schools has been an issue for decades throughout the United States.
Secondary schools, particularly in Florida, have evolved into large and complex
organizations charged with serving their growing diverse populations of students and
teachers. Their success in attaining their goals has, in large part, been dependent upon the
way in which all of the stakeholders work toward accomplishment of objectives. Efforts
were made by states and universities to train and certify only the best teachers, yet public
schools have continued to be forced to hire uncertified and poorly performing teachers
(Darling-Hammond, 1997).

Florida’s Teacher Shortage
Although supply and demand reports have indicated that enough teachers have
been produced to meet the high demand, many individual schools in Florida have
repeatedly been faced with severe teacher shortages. Schools with a large percentage of
disadvantaged students and teacher shortages in areas such as mathematics, science, and
exceptional student education have provided major challenges for schools. These
shortages, the differences in schools coupled with mandated class size reduction, and
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projected student enrollment growth have presented a complex set of circumstances for
schools in the state (Harris, 2004).
According to the Florida Department of Education’s (2004) March 2003
projection, the number of classroom teachers needed to fill vacancies in Florida schools
was 22,582, and it was reported in the 2003 New Hires Survey that Florida school
districts hired 19,317 teachers between July 1 and October 31, 2003. This number did not
include teachers hired after November 1. During fall 2003 Florida employed 147,995
teachers in public school classrooms and 17,356 additional instructional personnel such
as guidance counselors, and librarians. This reflected a 4.9% increase in the number of
teachers in fall 2002 despite only a 2.2% increase in student enrollments. Based on
enrollment projections available at the time of the present study and the need for
additional teachers to meet the demand of the mandated class size amendment, a 20%
increase in the number of teachers between 2003 and 2008 and a 26% increase between
2003 and 2013 has been projected for Florida. This would require an additional 19,600 to
29,600 classroom teachers per year for the next 10 years and would result in a teacher
workforce in 2013 more than doubled that of 2003.
During the 2002-03 school year, approximately 10% of all Florida teachers left
the classroom. A record high 2,700 teachers retired in 2002-03, and almost half of those
were younger than 60 years of age. In the 2004-2005 school year, 21,313 teachers were
needed. That included 13,692 teachers who retired, resigned, or were terminated. A total
of 3,297 teachers were hired to cover the enrollment growth, and 4,324 were needed for
class size reduction.
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Considering Florida’s aging workforce, it has been expected that Florida would
experience a steady increase in teacher retirements. According to the Florida Department
of Education (2004), approximately one third of Florida’s teachers in 1992 were born
between 1947 and 1957. They began to retire in sizable numbers in 1999 after reaching
30 years of state service. A majority of the current teachers in 2005 were between 52 and
56 years of age, and the likelihood of retirement reaching an unprecedented height during
the decade following 2006 was very high.
Along with the huge increase in teacher retirements, approximately two thirds of
all teachers who resigned each year did so to join another school district, return to school
for additional studies, take leave to care for family, or leave the field of education
altogether. While prior to 1998-99, only 3-4% of teachers left the teaching profession,
that percentage had increased to 5-6% in the subsequent five-year period. The result of
this activity was that approximately 7,500 more teachers were required for the year 20042005, and 57% of those were required due to the class size adjustments. In the year 200607, all the Florida school districts were estimated to need an additional 14,955 teachers,
of which 3,134 teachers would be hired to keep pace with enrollment growth. According
to Damron and Shanklin (2004), Florida's scramble for thousands of new teachers has
opened the schoolhouse door for a new kind of recruit: one with no education degree,
classroom experience or college-honed teaching skills expressed. Florida has been
required to recruit hundreds of middle-aged career shifters and college graduates who
have never been trained to teach and whose preparation has occurred in abbreviated
preparation programs rather than the lengthier formal programs offered by colleges of
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education. Florida has led the nation in promoting such alternative certification for
teachers.

Orange County Public Schools’ Need for Teachers
In Orange County, one of Florida’s largest school districts, the number of teachers
joining schools through the alternative certification process has been astonishing in its
growth. In 2000-01 school year, there were only 38 teachers in this program. That
number had increased to 247 by 2004, a staggering 550% increase in 4 years. According
to official sources, more were expected in future years (Damron & Shanklin, 2004).
Lockheed Martin, Orange County Public Schools and the University of Central Florida
College of Education collaboratively have created a fast-track course designed to quickly
prepare math and science professionals who wish to leave the business and industry work
force and enter the classroom (Priore, 2003).
Deluzuriaga (2005), an Orlando Sentinel staff writer, wrote about the search for
new teachers by Central Florida schools. She talked about the need for hundreds of
classroom teachers that were required to start the new school year and the likelihood that
a number of these positions would necessarily be filled by substitute teachers. Debra
Pace, an administrator in a central Florida high school was quoted as saying, “Our
substitutes are great people, but teaching requires time, energy and training that
substitutes just don’t have” (p. B1). Due to rapid growth, class size restrictions and
salaries well below the national average, school districts have predicted a worsening of
the teacher shortage problem (Deluzuriaga). Florida School districts have been concerned
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that the class-size amendment approved by voters in 2002 would strain the hiring needs
even further. Under the law, classes across the state have been required to be capped at 18
for Kindergarten through 3rd grade, 22 students in grades 4th through 8th and by 2010, 25
in high schools (Deluzuriaga). Orange County, the 12th largest public school district in
the nation, has been considered to be very competitive in offering teachers opportunities
for growth. Though successful in hiring almost 1300 new teachers to begin the 2005-06
school year, Orange County began the year with 50 vacancies yet needing to be filled.
The Florida Department of Education (2004) estimated that in 2005 and 2006
school districts across Florida would need to hire an additional 11,821 teachers just to
comply with class-size legislation. Florida’s universities have been anticipated to provide
only 6,000 or approximately half of this number. This would necessitate out-of-state
recruiting for the remaining 50%. Deluzuriaga (2005) said, “recruiting teachers is already
a year around venture, with districts sending recruiters to job fairs across the nation to
lure teachers to the sunshine state” (p. B4).

School Culture
Understanding the culture of the organization has become important in
determining ways of working and learning. Hoy and Sobo (1998) described culture as a
school’s personality, and early conceptualizations of organizational cultures were
adaptations of individual personality theory. The early work of March and Simon (1958)
and Argyris (1964) emphasized the characteristics of business organizations that affected
employee morale, productivity, and commitment. School culture has been defined as the
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quality of a school atmosphere that affects the behavior of students and staff (Hoy &
Sabo, 1998). According to Haynes, Emmons, and Ben-Avie (1997), school culture was
"the quality and consistency of interpersonal interactions within the school community
that influences children's cognitive, social, and psychological development" (p. 322).
According to Berger (1995), it has been estimated that culture has been defined in
more than 100 ways. Organizational culture dates back to studies of business and industry
in the 1930s and 1940s. Barnard’s (1938) and Mayo’s (1945) concept of workplace
culture referred to norms, sentiments, values, and emergent interactions of an
organization. School culture also has been defined as the way things are done around the
organization and has been referred to as the shared beliefs, rituals, ceremonies, and
patterns of communication of the organization (Deal & Kennedy, 1982).
Angelides and Ainscow ( 2000) defined school culture as the underlying
assumptions and beliefs created from the solutions of the earlier problems that assist in
defining the reality within an organization. In their definition, Hoy, Tarter, and Kottkamp
(1991) synthesized a number of the existing definitions of school culture and suggested it
was "a system of shared orientations (norms, core values, and tacit assumptions) held by
members, which holds the unit together and gives it a distinct identity" (p. 5). Bolman
and Deal (1997) viewed culture as the rituals and ceremonies “to create order, clarity, and
predictability” (p. 223).
Donaldson (2001) discussed five attributes of school culture in his articulation of
the challenges school leaders faced in promoting school reform to their staffs. They were:

32

(a) A new leadership model must construe school leadership as being about students,
learning, and teaching; (b) a model for school leadership must both honor teachers and
support frank critique and creative improvement, (c) a new model of leadership must
respect the human needs of school staff even as it seeks to mobilize them to seek school
challenge; (d) a new model of school leadership must honor relationships as an integral
dimension of leadership; (e) a new model of school leadership must expect and enable
each person to enhance her or his contributions to student learning both individually and
as a member of the school community.
For the present study, 25 school characteristics were used to arrive at 6 factors
which, if present, could contribute to a positive school environment. High school teachers
were surveyed as to their perceptions of the presence in their schools of the 25 school
characteristics. Originally used in a Charlotte Advocates for Education (2004) study,
these 25 characteristics had been used to examine principal leadership in increasing
teacher retention. The 6 factors are: (a) School Facilities (b) Resources, (c) Collegial
Environment, (d) Professional Development, (e) New Teacher Support, and (f) Teacher
Empowerment. A review of literature relevant to the understanding of each of the factors
and the school characteristics is presented in the following six sections.

School Facilities
School facility conditions have frequently been linked to teacher satisfaction and
success. In the present study, the School Facilities factor emerged as a descriptor for 3
school characteristics. Teachers and administrators were asked to indicate the extent to
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which they had adequate space to work productively, tools to communicate, and
technology that facilitated instruction
There have been numerous studies to establish a relationship between student
achievement and building conditions (Edwards, 1991; Frazier, 1993; Hansen,1992;
Schneider, 2003). Edwards compared achievement scores to building conditions of 52
schools in Washington and concluded that students assigned to schools in poor condition
showed a decline of 5.5 percentile points below the schools that were in fair condition,
and 11 percentile points below the buildings that were in excellent conditions. Hansen
believed that the conditions of school facilities had a direct effect on the quality of
student education. Hansen provided evidence that reliable facility and energy information
often did not reach school leaders. This, in turn, caused great harm to American students
who were deprived of a “safe, healthy, and productive learning environment” (p. 30).
Hansen suggested that school facility considerations must be an integral part of state and
local school finance planning. Frazier mentioned that there should be greater emphasis on
the enhancement of the physical site of learning and that this dimension was usually
missing from a school’s reform plans. The lack of repair and remodeling educational
facilities could negate some of the gains achieved by the restructure of a sound
instructional program.
Schneider (2003) discussed a study where data were collected from a survey of
teachers in two large urban systems conducted in spring 2002. In this study, which
appeared to have particular relevance for the present research, findings from a large
sample of K-12 teachers from Chicago and Washington, D.C. were documented. The
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teachers rated the working conditions in their schools and how they perceived the
conditions to affect their job performance and teaching effectiveness. Teachers were
required to evaluate their surroundings, including the degree of overcrowding, the
availability, and adequacy of facilities such as science labs and music rooms. It was
observed that about one-third of Chicago teachers and more than one-half of Washington
teachers were dissatisfied with their facilities. When asked if they thought their facilities
were suitable for effective teaching and learning, about 20% of Chicago teachers and
40% of Washington teachers were negative in their responses (Schneider).
In discussing the size of school, Schneider (2003) reported that about 25% of
Chicago teachers and nearly 50% of Washington, D.C. teachers expressed concern that
their schools were too large. More than 40% reported that their classrooms were the
wrong size for the type of education they delivered and more than 25% reported having
taught in non-classroom spaces such as hallways and even closets. Inadequacy or lack of
science classrooms, music and art rooms, physical education and recreational facilities
considered to be essential to students’ well being and achievement were rated very low in
this survey. Nearly 60% of all teachers surveyed reported that science labs in their
schools were only somewhat adequate or that they lacked a science lab. Schneider (2003)
concluded that teaching was a complex task and required collaboration, flexibility, and
teaming with colleagues. Yet, nearly one-third of Chicago and Washington, D.C. teachers
reported that their schools often provided little or no teacher workspace. When
workspace was provided, approximately one-fifth of the teachers in both cities thought it
was inadequate.
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Environmental problems have been linked to academic outcome and teacher
turnover. Dove (2004) viewed problems associated with teachers’ decisions to remain in
or leave the teaching profession from an international perspective. According to him,
teachers worldwide felt that conditions in schools and society had worsened and were
causing substantial dissatisfaction and stress in the profession. This was accompanied by
a lowered professional status in comparison to other professions with similar educational
experience. It was Dove’s opinion that teachers all over the world suffered through the
consequences of large class sizes, insufficient instructional resources, and inadequate
planning time.
Schneider (2003) studied conditions linked to health and academic achievement
and found them to be mostly physiological in nature and related to indoor air quality,
thermal comfort, lighting, and noise. His report of large city schools was particularly
relevant for the present research and provided a report of variables similar to those
addressed in the survey used to conduct the present research. Over two-thirds of the
Washington, D.C. teachers and more than one-half of Chicago teachers reported fair or
poor indoor air quality. Thermal comfort drew negative marks from more than 30% of
the Chicago teachers and more than 40% of the Washington, D.C. teachers. Poor lighting,
dirty and inoperable windows, and dirty rest rooms were other sources of teacher
dissatisfaction. More than one-fourth of the Chicago teachers and about one-third of the
Washington, D.C. teachers reported suffering health problems rooted in poor
environmental conditions in their schools. These problems were determined to reduce
teacher effectiveness with almost 20% of Chicago teachers and one-third of Washington,
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D.C. teachers reporting lost teaching time (Schneider, 2003). When asked about the types
of health problems experienced, more than a quarter of Chicago teachers and about onethird of Washington D.C. teachers reported asthma and respiratory problems as the most
frequent symptoms given their complaint about indoor air quality. Another 16% of the
Chicago teachers reported having sinus infections.
Another physiological factor discussed in Schneider’s (2003) research, was the
noise level. More than 40% of the Chicago teachers and almost 70% of the Washington,
D.C. teachers reported that their classrooms and hallways were so noisy that it affected
their ability to teach. Further, nearly 50% of the Chicago teachers and more than 30% of
the Washington, D.C. teachers had deficient electrical outlets in their respective
classrooms and 40% of the Chicago teachers and 30% of the Washington, D.C. teachers
found their schools’ lunchrooms to be inadequate.
Schneider (2003) provided data to connect school conditions and career decisions
of school teachers. Of the teachers who graded their schools to be a C or below, more
than 40% said that poor conditions influenced their decisions to change schools, and 30%
gave in to thoughts of leaving teaching. The numbers were substantially higher for
teachers who suffered from health problems due to the less than desirable facilities of the
schools. About 50 % of the Chicago teachers and 65% of the Washington, D.C. teachers
had given thoughts to changing schools, and about 40% of both the Chicago and the
Washington, D.C. teachers considered quitting the profession completely.
Schneider (2003) expressed his concern over the importance of school facilities
on teaching and learning. He said,
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Poor school conditions make it more difficult for teachers to deliver an adequate
education to their students, adversely affect teacher’s health, and increase the
likelihood that teachers will leave their school and the teaching profession. Our
Nation’s school facilities are a critical part of the educational process. Their
condition and upkeep must be addressed in the ongoing discourse about student
achievement, teacher effectiveness, and accountability. (p. 3)

Resources
In the present study, the Resources factor from the Charlotte advocates for
Education (2004) study emerged as a descriptor for 4 school characteristics. This factor
was concentrated on the quality of support provided through administrator response to
resource and facility needs, the extent to which the school was clean and well maintained,
the special resource provided by administrators in orienting new teachers, and the
adequacy of resources available to teachers to enable them to do a good job of teaching.
There have been various studies that examined the influence of salaries on teacher
retention, but very little has been written about the impact on beginning teacher decisions
to remain in schools based on resource allocations by the school districts. Theobald and
Gritz (1995) reported a longitudinal study of 7,957 teachers from 1981 to 1990 to analyze
the tools needed to proactively analyze the retention behaviors of new teachers and the
relationship between the expenditures based on salary, classified support staff, and
teaching materials. Although salary has provided a powerful impetus for the teacher’s
decision to remain in the classroom, school district spending decisions have also
impacted the career decision of beginning teachers. According to this study, the
allocation of funds did affect teacher career paths. The authors said that “districts can
better influence teacher retention by looking for ways to lower spending for central
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administration and channel these funds toward teacher salaries and classroom materials”
(p. 153).
In the same context, Rhodes (2001) provided supportive ideas to review, analyze,
and enhance the resource management practice to assist the school community.
According to him, only one of five secondary schools has had adequate resources for the
effective use of curriculum. He narrated problems encountered by school inspectors such
as leaking roofs, broken windows, and poor quality classrooms with undesirable
ventilation and lighting. Accommodations for secondary schools have often been
inadequate for direct whole class instruction. Rhodes felt that there was a big disparity in
disbursement of funds and resources.
Resource management has included the management of time, money, and
equipment. Inadequate resource management has created roadblocks for effective
teaching and learning. Rhodes (2001) said, “it is difficult to advocate a system which is
fair, efficient and effective and is able to support teaching, learning and pupil
achievement. Resource management is a whole-school issue as well as a classroom based
concern” (p. 47).
Most of the money allotted for education has been spent at the school level. It has
been important for administrators to acquire a stronger knowledge of financial resource
disbursement, to comprehend the impact of educational resources on student outcome,
and to find ways to direct future educational resources towards methods that improve
student performance (Picus & Fazal, 1996).
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Nakib (1996) presented a case study of resource allocation in Florida focused on
the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP), a K-12 funding program that balanced
revenues among the 67 districts. The FEFP has been the source of public school funding
in the state and has provided for comprehensive and detailed reporting of expenditures as
well as assigning responsibilities for public education funding between state and local
governments. The case study in Florida did not show much variation in resource
allocation pattern for factors such as the levels of expenditure, district and school size,
wealth of the district, or schools with high number of minority students. Nakib wondered,
If expenditures do not differ significantly among schools and districts, then what
factors contribute to differences in school effectiveness? Answers may lie in the
process by which different schools put their resources (funds and staff) into use,
serving varying types of pupils in nonuniform communities with divergent
organizational structures. (p. 103)
According to him, systematic effort was needed to establish a resource allocation
pattern by considering the nature of the school context and environment.
Keedy and Achilles (1984) identified four ways the building administrator could
provide support for resource allotment. The authors believed that resources were not
limited to finances. They could be expressed in terms of time, professional support and a
warm, caring environment. The administrative expectation of higher achievement was not
easily met without the availability of these resources, and often principals were
instrumental in providing teachers with them.
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Collegial Environment
The Collegial Environment, the third factor, served as a general descriptor for 6 of
the school characteristics about which high school teachers and administrators were
queried in the School Characteristics Survey for High School Teachers. The 6 items
inquired about time set aside specifically to collaborate with teachers, whether teachers
had avenues to express concerns and solutions, ways to be recognized for a job well
done, opportunities to visit other classrooms and other schools, independence to
implement discipline policies, and the extent to which a sustained effort was made in the
school to empower teachers, parents and stakeholders.
Goodlad (1984) discussed working conditions and collegiality in American
schools. According to him, teachers felt more satisfied with their assigned work when
they were involved in problem solving and could influence school-wide decisions
regarding instruction. Reflective practice groups, mentorships, and team structures have
in recent decades demonstrated the power of collegial networks and partnerships
(Darling-Hammond, 1997b; Lieberman & Miller, 1992). Studies of collective teacher
efficacy and professional culture have begun to make the case for independent working
relationships (Bandura, 1997).
Teachers’ lives have been characterized by some degree of ambiguity. They have
often experienced great intrinsic rewards but not the equal prestige and appreciation in
comparison to their counterparts in other professions (Rury, 1989). School leaders have
been challenged to not only retain but to organize and mobilize staff who feel
undervalued and isolated. Seyfarth (2002) described the value of having fun and having a
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sense of belonging to be a major factor in retaining teachers. He thought that school
administrators must devise ways to hold the employees together by providing avenues to
ease the daily pressure of teaching.
In studying teacher turnover, various reasons have been cited as cause for
concern. Although salary and retirement have been linked with teacher turnover, those
factors have often been beyond administrative control. Though school districts might
maintain strong research-based programs of observation and evaluation, these programs
alone were often inadequate in retaining teachers. Environmental considerations,
however, such as positive feelings among colleagues, support from administrators, and
relationships with stakeholders were often mentioned as being key in retaining staff.
Richin, Banyon, Stein, and Banyon (2003) reported the experience of one teacher who
spoke at an induction orientation. When questioned about what attributes of the school
helped retain teachers in that particular school, the teacher expressed his confidence in
the school and the school’s leaders. He indicated he was welcome to contribute his
expertise on a daily basis; he felt supported even when he took risks and tried new things;
he was recognized for his efforts and accomplishments; and he was never made to feel
inadequate in spite of his less than perfect lessons during administrative observations.
According to Richin et al., feeling disconnected from the rest of the staff and schools was
one of the main reasons teachers left or transferred to another school.
According to Herzberg’s (1975) Hygiene-Motivation Theory, certain factors have
contributed to workers’ dissatisfaction with their profession. These factors had a
connection with the employee’s physical surroundings and supervisors. Herzberg found
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that in order for the workers to derive satisfaction and be productive, the environment
needed to provide comfort. He theorized that workers felt motivated if they experienced
inner feelings of self-worth and if they had a connectedness to the work place. Hygiene
needs in a school were equally important and were evidenced in policies, relationships
with supervisors, working conditions, and security.
A major area of emphasis in most high schools has been related to the evaluation
of teachers. This is an area where the development of processes in a collegial manner has
had the potential for well received and successful supervisory practices. Drake and Roe
(1999) commented that the evaluation process must be consistent with the school’s
philosophy and the purposes of the evaluation should be developed cooperatively. They
felt that having a clear understanding of the purposes of the evaluation reduced the
tensions or threats that could result from the observation. Teachers could easily identify
with the school’s goals if they helped to develop the goals and were involved in the
process of assessment. The outcome of evaluation was affected by the purpose of the
evaluation. Drake and Roe noted that according to their research,
If the purpose is to decide on merit pay, human factors are more important; if the
purpose is to make a decision regarding retention, technical factors appear to be
more important. Resorting to “defensible” or “safe” technical factors when job
retention is in question may be unfair to the job holder and/or those affected by
the job performance. (p. 305)
They further suggested that the criteria for assessing performance should be clear
before the evaluation began, the evaluation should be continual, and the results of each
stage of the evaluation should be recorded and reported.
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Professional Development
The Professional Development factor emerged as a descriptor for 3 school
characteristics. This factor was comprised of school characteristics that encouraged
growth and development of school personnel. Specifically, survey items addressing this
factor inquired as to opportunities to attend workshops and conferences beyond those
required by the district, the encouragement provided by school leaders for teachers to be
actively involved in formal or advanced training and access to educational support
personnel including tutors, counselors and social workers.
According to Corcoran (1995), reform efforts have raised expectations for all
educators and students in educational institutions. As a result of reform initiatives,
educators have been pressured to master new skills and responsibilities to change their
teaching practice. They have been required to expand their content knowledge and hone
their pedagogical skills. They have also been asked to increase collaboration with
colleagues, develop expertise in analyzing proposed standards, and revisit curriculum
plans to improve articulation and establish benchmarks for student performance.
Providing opportunities to improve skills used to teach children has become the essence
of professional development.
Stevens (1986) believed that, “the best way to help staff members change
outdated practices, learn new skills, and function more productively was through schoolbased staff development” (p. 33). He further felt that an effective leader provided
continuous feedback and support for appropriate practice and assisted in eliminating
undesirable behavior.
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According to Wood, Nicholson, and Findley (1979), many programs have not
produced desired results due to the fact that teachers have not had an emotional
connection or intellectual involvement in the educational activity. Staff development
professionals have advocated for teacher choice in deciding on appropriate educational
programs from a variety of proposals most needed or desired. When areas to be addressed
have been overwhelmingly difficult to handle or unrealistic, teachers have often not had
the required buy-in to benefit from the activity.
A school’s characteristics have often been defined, in part, by the provision of
ongoing in-service activities and professional development opportunities available for
teachers. In order for teachers to master new teaching strategies, it has been essential that
long-term developmental and supportive processes be implemented. Cook and Fine
(1997) spoke about the necessity for teachers to participate in activities to change their
teaching practice. McDiarmid (1995) expressed his displeasure with the fact that teachers
often have not had the time to participate in professional development activities and the
importance of administrators, parents, and the stake-holders in creating professional
development opportunities for educators. He further made a connection between the
necessity of teachers’ attendance in professional development sessions and the
availability of time. He said,
The changes teachers must make to meet the goals of reform entail much more
than learning new techniques. They go to the core of what it means to teach.
Because these changes are so momentous, most teachers will require considerable
time to achieve them. (p. 2)
Fine and Raack (1994) stated that it was a shared responsibility of the individual
and the organization to seek higher learning opportunities. Cook and Fine (1997)
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considered professional development as events that must continue throughout the year
rather than on a particular day during school hours. Unfortunately, finding time for
professional development in schools has not been easy and often has not been supported
by stakeholders. According to McDiarmid (1995),
Although reform has changed expectations for teachers, how the public and
policymakers perceive teachers' work has not changed. They continue to think
teachers are working only when they are with their students. As a result, there is
little support for providing the time and resources teachers require for teachers to
change their practice. (p. 2)
It has been recommended by some reformers that at least 20% of teachers’ work
time should be assigned for professional study and collaborative work. In the place of
exclusive in-service days, the time should be linked to the daily demands of teaching
rather than delivered during exclusive in-service days. Schools have had to be creative in
allotting time for staff development while being efficient in the proper use of the time.
Fine and Raack (1994) noted that “Technologies can support and broaden professional
learning communities and help teachers make better use of their time. Through a range of
technologies, e.g., the Internet and video- and audioconferencing, teachers can access
both instructional resources and collegial networks" (pp. 5-6).
Purnell and Hill (1992) identified six general approaches to creating time for staff
development: (a) Assign time outside the classroom during the school hours by assigning
substitutes to allow teachers to attend workshops, conferences, and observe other classes;
(b) use faculty meetings to refocus the purpose of the time commitment that is already in
place; (c) adjust the master schedule of the school to fit in the staff development activity;
(d) provide supplemental contracts and stipends for teachers to extend the hours of
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participation; (e) promote teachers volunteerism by providing child care and space for
teachers’ conferences; (f) use technology to promote use of time more efficiently.
Raywid (1993) cited a number of examples for creating professional development
time as well. The suggestions were to: (a) Utilize a part of the faculty, team, or
department meetings for professional development; (b) lengthen the day for 20 minutes
four days per week; (c) use an early release on the fifth day to make time for professional
development, (d) provide common lunch, and (e) planning periods for teachers to
facilitate collaboration.

New Teacher Support
Respondents were asked to respond to 3 school characteristics centered on
support for new teachers. The New Teacher Support factor, the 5th factor from the
Charlotte advocates for Education (2004) study, emerged as a descriptor for these 3
school characteristics which addressed the extent to which administrators informally
visited classrooms of new teachers, whether new teachers had different class sizes or
work loads, and whether school administrators provided individual assistance to teachers
enabling them to improve instruction and student learning.
Delgado (1999) discussed the importance of principals providing mentoring and
assisting first year teachers to build skills and self-confidence. He expressed concern that
first year teachers experienced depressing isolation as they no longer had the protection
of student-teaching cohorts, supervising teachers, and university advisors. He believed
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that principals needed to demonstrate sensitivity to this concern and provide a nurturing
atmosphere for beginning teachers.
According to Merrow (1999), inadequate training often did not prepare the young
teachers for the realities of classroom life. In Georgia, it was noted that school
administrators assigned teachers to teach subjects regardless of whether they had
expertise in the subject or not. Merrow related that at least 20% of the faculty he studied
were teaching classes in subjects they had not really studied themselves. He captured the
plight of many beginning teachers in the following quotation of one young teacher who
left the Oakland High School:
Administrators give new teachers the hardest, most challenging classes that need
the most preparation, so they have maybe four different classes to prepare
everyday. The administrators expect that it is going to make them excited about
teaching. It is just not conducive to retaining young, enthusiastic people. They get
burnt out, and so they go to the suburb or they leave teaching completely. (p. 64)
In order to provide a supportive environment for the new teacher, the school
administrator has been required to facilitate a smooth transition to the teaching
profession. A formal induction program that is systematic and comprehensive has been
linked to teacher effectiveness and job satisfaction (Daring-Hammond, 1997a). Induction
can range from a short crash course before pre-planning focused on present policies,
procedures, and expectations to a year-long initiative. The primary purpose of induction
has typically been to orient beginning teachers to the school system without overloading
them with massive amounts of information (Podsen, 2002). On the other hand, more
comprehensive induction programs have focused on the development of the beginning
teacher and have contained specific schedules of activities for the entire school year.
48

These programs, reinforced by a school administrator and mentor, have not only assisted
teachers in meeting their immediate needs but have been used to “improve professional
practice, develop a learning community, and orient new teachers to a long-term career
goals” (p. 58).
Wong (2002) stressed the importance of induction as the best form of professional
development for those new to the profession. He felt that “The best way to support,
develop, and cultivate an attitude of lifelong learning in beginning teachers is through a
new teacher induction program focused on teacher training, support, and retention” (p.
52). He further believed that successful induction programs offered systematic,
administrator-supported training over 2 to 3 years. According to Wong, an ideal program
called for components that consisted of effective teaching practices during in-service
meetings, demonstrations by experts, and visiting other classrooms. It was not sufficient
just to assign a mentor to call upon. Induction needed to include activities to train and
support beginning teachers and to acculturate them to the mission and philosophy of their
respective schools. He believed that teachers would remain in schools where they were
successful, supported, and felt like a part of a team with a common goal.
Podsen (2002) cited literature on teacher retention where more than 20% of public
school teachers left their positions within three years and almost 10% quit before their
first year was over. She believed that the increasing teacher shortage would force schools
to examine ways new teachers were being socialized into the profession. In addition to
the planned orientation activities focused on survival for beginning teachers and seasoned
teachers who were new to the school district, Podsen saw orientation activities as needing
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to help establish and build professional connections. She further believed, “the culture of
professional isolation must be attacked on all fronts if we are to keep and retain the
teachers selected into the profession” (p. 70).
Class size has also played an important role in attracting and keeping new
teachers in the profession. Achilles (2003) has stressed the importance of smaller class
sizes in improving students’ academic achievement, improving discipline and behavior in
and out of school, and providing incentives for teachers to remain in the teaching field.
Gordon (1991) has discussed various risk factors that confront beginning teachers.
He found that novice teachers were often assigned the most difficult students and more
course preparations. The second risk factor was related to unclear expectations for the
new teacher. Although the faculty handbook cited formal expectations, there were
numerous informal practices that were unique to a school’s culture. The third risk factor
was the lack of instructional materials and resources. Unlike their more experienced
colleagues, beginning teachers often were not able to access additional resources and
found themselves relegated to bare classrooms equipped with inferior furniture. A fourth
factor was, to some extent, a self-imposed isolation. Because beginners have feared a
label of incompetence, they have often been afraid to admit their need for assistance. The
final risk factor was related to depression caused by discrepant expectations and the
realities of the job that caused a great deal of depression.
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Teacher Empowerment
In the present study, Teacher Empowerment served as the descriptor for 3 school
characteristics that demonstrated participatory roles of teachers. Survey items elicited
information as to whether teachers assisted in determining the content of in-service
training, shared knowledge in mini-professional development sessions, and had a role in
how the school’s budget was spent.
Beginning in the 1980s, themes of teacher empowerment and professionalism,
school-based management, and shared decision making began to dominate school reform
initiatives. As school systems across the nation restructured their organizational features
and activities, the need to develop a more collaborative approach became increasingly
important. A number of the 21st century reform initiatives have relied heavily on
collaborative principles (Barth, 1990; Fullan, 1993; O’Shea & O’Shea, 1997), and shared
governance initiatives have been accompanied by endorsements of collaboration as a
means of improving teaching and student achievement.
Increased teacher empowerment has been supported by the National Education
Association, the American Federation of Teachers, and the United Federation of Teachers
(Blase & Blase, 2001). Restructuring schools for teacher empowerment has taken on high
importance as educational leaders have explored ways of sharing power with teachers.
According to Blase & Blase, “Educational leaders are being asked to surrender power and
to share power with rather than holding power over teachers in the belief that this power
sharing will release the great potential of teachers to effect the improvement of schools
and student achievement” (p. 5).
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Blase and Blase (2001) reported on a qualitative study that involved 285 teachers
from 11 schools in regard to their perceptions of the characteristics of school principals
that influenced teachers’ sense of empowerment. The 11 schools (5 elementary, 3 middle,
and 3 high) belonged to the League of Professional Schools. As charter members of the
League, the 11 schools implemented shared governance structures during Fall, 1990. The
objective of the League was to promote teacher collaboration and involvement in all the
instructional and curricular decisions by establishing a democratic decision-making
structure. The teachers responded to an open-ended questionnaire that produced detailed
descriptions of empowerment strategies utilized by shared governance principals.
Successful principals were described in the report as “those whose staffs had attained
high levels of empowerment and participative decision making (shared governance)”
(p. 19).
Researchers have agreed that teacher empowerment is not merely participation in
decision-making; it has had the effect of elevating teachers as knowledgeable
professionals. Literature reviewed indicated that in order to empower teachers, the
principal must trust and respect teachers, support staff development, support teachers’
decisions, and allow adequate time to develop collaborative relationships within the
school (Blase & Blase, 2001; Blase & Kirby, 2000; Leithwood & Menzies, 1998;
Murphy & Beck, 1995; Reitzug, 1994; Summers & Johnson, 1996).
Blase and Blase (1997) suggested that prior to proceeding with the democratic
process and establishing a culture of shared governance, school leaders in coalition with
teachers needed to contemplate and answer questions about the following issues: (a)
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reasons for shared decision making, (b) barriers to shared governance, (c) central
administrative views regarding shared governance, (d) enhancement of teacher
autonomy, (e) what decisions should be teacher responsibilities, and (f) ways in which
students’ personal and academic lives can be enhanced.
Reitzug (1994) conceptualized principal behavior into three major categories:
support, facilitation, and revealing possibilities that contribute to teacher empowerment.
According to Melenyzer (1990), behaviors such as possessing a vision, believing in
teacher recognition, being visible, being decisive in supporting shared decision making,
and demonstrating trust are some of the important elements of empowering leadership.
Sergiovani (1994) professed that leaders who believed in teachers’ increased
professionalism not only shared power but also were able to “multiply” it.
Thornton and Mattocks (1999) agreed with numerous authors that, in order to
accomplish systemic change and continuous improvement, it has become important to
empower teachers. Teachers have been empowered through (a) participation in the
development of goals, policies, and rules; (b) exercising professional judgment; (c)
sharing authority and responsibility; and (d) working in an atmosphere of open
communication. Principals who have sought to empower teachers have accepted the
challenge by creating a positive climate and motivating teachers to improve continuously.
Thorton and Mattocks have advocated abandoning traditional approaches to management
in modern high schools. They have suggested that the principal of the 21st century must
leave extrinsic motivation to the behaviorists and empower teachers through intrinsic
factors.
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These authors addressed the importance of school leaders encouraging spirit and
culture in an environment where staff development and problem solving are routine,
where teachers equipped with the ability and skills to make informed decisions create an
atmosphere of superior student learning. Advocates of teacher empowerment have been
careful to stress that input into the decisions that directly affect them should be
encouraged for employees. Although the process could be time consuming and requires
organization, the outcome has often been a stronger commitment to the desired outcome
and a better understanding of the process. (Thornton & Mattocks, 1999).
Payzant and Gardner (1994) indicated that teachers, staff members, and parents
must be a part of the decision making as to how the school should be organized, ways to
improve teaching and learning, and the process of allocating resources. They cautioned
against centrally made decisions without including all stakeholders in the decision
making process.
According to Cunningham and Gresso (1993) and Sergiovanni (1994), to
establish a culture of community, every individual must be trusted and valued. This
culture accepts input from all stakeholders and facilitates a process of change. They felt
that the structure of an organization need not be sacrificed to promote culture. They also
thought that focusing on organizational structure alone blocked the nurturing process of
change and progress in a cultural environment. According to them, adopting a
participative style of management could invigorate an educational system and promote
creativity, autonomy, and problem solving.
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Goodlad (1984) suggested that initiating active teacher involvement in decisionmaking might fail due to lack of principals’ leadership skills. Factors such as lack of
focus on achievement, institutional barriers, limited authority, lack of information,
knowledge, and rewards have been related to the failure of shared governance initiatives
to produce gains in student achievement (Leithwood & Menzies, 1998; Murphy & Beck,
1995; Summers & Johnson, 1996). Blase and Blase (2001) suggested that teacher
empowerment, shared governance, or participative decision making require educational
leaders to be sure of the school’s readiness, their own personal philosophy, and
leadership behavior. Blase and Blase (2001), have expressed strong beliefs that
democratic school leaders engage teachers in the knowledge, work, and decisions related
to students. These leaders do not involve teachers in a pretense of false decision making
under the guise of shared governance; rather, they involve the teachers in making
decisions that influence school operations.

Summary
The purpose of this chapter has been to provide a review of the literature and
related research related to maintaining an adequate force of teachers in the United States.
The nationwide shortage has been explored with particular emphasis on challenges
experienced in Florida and the Orange County Public School District due to student
enrollment growth and mandated class size legislation. Also reviewed were reasons for
teacher attrition and the potential impact of a positive school environment in retaining
teachers. The conceptual basis of this study centered on six school characteristics factors
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comprising a school’s environment. Literature and research related to the manner in
which these factors could impact a school were also discussed. Chapter 3 summarizes the
methodology and procedures used for data collection and analysis.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Introduction
This chapter describes the methodology and procedures used to conduct the study.
It contains five sections. The first section is a statement of the problem. The second
section gives a description of the population. The research instrument is described in the
third section. The data collection method and analysis of the data are displayed in the
fourth and fifth sections. The fifth and final section contains the analysis of the data.

Statement of the Problem
This study was conducted to investigate the perceptions of currently employed
high school teachers and administrators regarding the extent to which a positive school
environment, comprised of six school characteristic factors, was present in their schools.
Differences in teachers’ perceptions based on selected personal and professional variables
were also explored in order to determine which, if any, of the school characteristic factors
influenced their desire to remain in the teaching profession and in their school.

Population
The population of this study consisted of 292 teachers with less than 4 years of
teaching experience and 14 school administrators with more than 1 year of experience in
8 high schools in the Orange County Public School District, Orlando, Florida. The School
Characteristics Survey for Teachers (Appendix A) and School Characteristics Survey for
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Principals (Appendix B) were delivered to the teachers and the site administrators.
Principals and assistant principals were encouraged to participate in this study.

Instrumentation
The instruments for this research were developed during the summer of 2004. The
Charlotte Advocates of Education, North Carolina (2004), created the original survey
instrument. The survey was revised by the researcher with permission of the authors
(Appendix M) and permission was granted by the Orange County Public School System
to explore the relationship between school culture and teacher retention (Appendix J). A
pilot group consisting of 3 administrators and 3 high school teachers was formed to test
the revised questionnaires. The Questionnaire Evaluation Checklist (Appendix C) was
used by pilot group members to record suggestions. After incorporating suggestions from
the pilot group, the instrument was prepared for distribution. The survey instruments
contained 35 items for administrators and 36 items for teachers. Using a factor analysis, a
total of 6 school characteristic factors were derived from survey items 1 through 25. The
6 factors were: (a) School Facility (b) Resources, (c) Collegial Environment, (d)
Professional Development, (e) New Teacher Support, and (f) Teacher Empowerment.
The results of the factor analysis are displayed in Table 1.
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Table 1
Factor Analysis
Item

Collegiality Professional Resources New
Development
Teacher
Support
.748
.651
.594
.573
.551
.539
.432
.645
.815
.745
.628
.864
.695
.646
.468
.645
.731
.688
.655

Facility

Teacher
Empowerment

4
21
6
24
2
.418
8
7
5
9
10
18
19
11
20
17
1
3
13
12
14
.727
16
.468
.563
15
.510
22
.829
23
.805
25
.453
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax
with Kaiser Normalization.a Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
The School Facility factor (questions 14, 15, 16) focused on the provision of
professional space, technology, assistance of school personnel, and access to school
personnel. The Collegial Environment factor (questions 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 21, 24) addressed
the time set aside to collaborate with experienced teachers, adequacy of time to grade
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papers, attend parent conferences, attend school related activities, and have opportunities
to visit other classrooms. The Resources factor (questions 11, 17, 19, 20) elicited
information regarding administrative strategies used to provide orientation for teachers
and respond to concerns regarding a well-maintained facility. The Staff Development
factor (questions 5, 9, 10, 18) examined the administrator’s provision for staff to attend
workshops, conferences, and involvement in advanced training, as well as, accessibility
to educational personnel: tutors, counselors, and social workers. The New Teacher
Support factor (questions 1, 3, 12, 13) sought information regarding the reasonableness of
class size, frequency of administrative visits, and administrative guidance to new
teachers. The Teacher Empowerment factor (questions 22, 23, 25) was focused on
teacher involvement with in-service education, school budget disbursement, and
opportunities to share ideas in mini-professional development sessions.
Both the teacher and administrator survey instruments were based on a Likerttype scale. Respondents, in answering questions 1-25, were asked to select 1 of 6 choices:
(Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree and
Not Applicable). Questions 26-29 of the teacher survey inquired as to respondents’
intentions to teach in the same school, and question 30 inquired about reasons for
teachers planning to leave the school system. Questions 32-35 elicited demographic
information, and question 36 asked about the teachers’ overall satisfaction in their current
school.
In the survey for administrators, questions 32-35 were used to gather demographic
information regarding education, age, ethnicity, and gender of administrators. Also
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addressed were length of administrative experience (question 26), length of stay at the
current school (question 27), number of teachers the previous year (question 28), and
number of departing teachers (question 29). Questions 31 and 32 probed for further
information from administrators regarding reasons for teachers’ departure from their
current school.

Reliability
In order to determine the instrument’s reliability, an alpha scale analysis, was
conducted on 25 of the survey items. The results of the analysis are displayed in
Appendix L.
After compiling and modifying the survey items, the researcher factor analyzed
the interrelationships (principal component with varimax rotation) among the items of the
instrument. Factor analysis was used as a means of understanding the underlying
structure of the data and to determine the derived factors to be used rather than the
structure suggested by the original instrument. After the six factors were identified, an
alpha scale reliability analysis was run for the items. The overall Alpha was .7865. The
individual factor alphas were: School Facility (.7781), Collegial Environment (.7237),
Professional Development (.7363), New Teacher Support (.7673), Resources (.7408), and
Teacher Empowerment (.7761).

Data Collection
In March, 2005, a letter was sent through electronic mail to each administrator
explaining the purpose of the survey and seeking permission to personally administer the
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survey to the teachers as well as the administrators. Of the eight schools, five school
administrators permitted the direct delivery of the surveys, and three school
administrators gave permission to send the surveys and cover letters through the Orange
County courier system. On April 5, 2005, the School Characteristics Survey for High
School Teachers (Appendix A) along with a cover letter (Appendix E) and self-addressed
envelope were delivered to 382 high school teachers from 8 high schools in Orange
County. The surveys were color coded and numbered to facilitate the sorting of the
returns. The initial return rate was 31.4 %, (n = 120) as of April 28, 2005.
On April 29, 2005 a second contact through electronic mail was sent to all the
non-respondents (Appendix G). This contact resulted in an additional 68 (17.8%) returns,
with a total return rate of 188 (49.2%) as of May 9, 2005. On May 10, 2005 the third
contact letter (Appendix H) was sent to all the non-respondents. Phone calls were made
to a random sample of the non-respondents and all the administrators were contacted to
request assistance in increasing the return of the surveys by their faculties. This yielded
an additional 52 (13.6%) responses. On May 16, 2005, a fourth contact (Appendix I) was
made, and another set of survey questionnaires with cover letter and a self-addressed
envelope were sent to the non-respondents through the school district’s courier. After this
contact, an additional 30 (10.3%) surveys were returned. The final and fifth contact
(Appendix J) was made through electronic mail to all non-respondents on May 23, 2005.
Randomly selected non-responding teachers were also contacted through a personalized
electronic mail message. As of May 30, 2005 a final usable return rate of 76.4% (N =
292), was achieved.
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The School Characteristics Survey for Administrators (Appendix B) along with a
self-addressed envelope, cover letter (Appendix F), and the approval letter from the
Orange County Accountability Director (Appendix J) were sent to 15 administrators from
8 high schools on April 12, 2005. The initial return was 60% (n = 9). The second and
final contact was made to the non-respondents through electronic mail. The return rate
was 93.3% (N = 14) as of May 30, 2005.

Data Analysis
The data analysis was completed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) for Windows, Version 11.0 (2003). Descriptive statistics, frequencies, factor
analysis, correlation, independent t test, ANOVA, and regression analysis were
performed in analyzing the data gathered to answer each research question.

Data Analyses for Research Questions 1 and 2
Research Questions 1 and 2 addressed the extent to which currently employed
teachers (Research Question 1) and currently employed administrators (Research
Question 2) agreed that selected school characteristics factors were present in their
schools. Data for the analysis were derived from responses to the first 25 questions on the
two surveys.
The school’s environment was considered to be comprised of six school
characteristics factors. These factors, as shown in Table 1, were: Collegial Environment
(questions 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 21, 24), Professional Development (questions 9, 10, 18),
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Resources (questions 11, 17, 19, 20), New Teacher Support (questions 1, 3, 12, 13),
School Facility (questions 14, 15, 16), and Teacher Empowerment (questions 22, 23, 25).
Respondents were presented with a series of 25 items reflecting issues at their
current school. They were asked to indicate their level of agreement by selecting among
six choices where 5 = Strongly Agree, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree, 2 =
Disagree, 1 = Strongly Disagree and N/A = not applicable. The presence of positive
school characteristics factors were described using frequencies and percentages. The
frequencies and percentages of the six choices were calculated to determine the high and
low levels of agreement among teachers (Research Question 1) and administrators
(Research Question 2) for each factor.

Data Analysis for Research Question 3
Research Question 3 was used to investigate possible differences, if any, between
the perceptions of administrators and teachers regarding the presence of selected school
characteristics factors in their schools. The results of the data analysis performed to
answer Research Questions 1 and 2 permitted a comparison by factor for teachers and
administrators. An independent t-test analysis was conducted in order to determine if
there were statistically significant differences in the perceptions of the two groups
regarding the presence of the six school characteristics factors.
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Data Analysis for Research Question 4
In order to answer Research Question 4 as to the extent to which teachers’
perceptions of school characteristics factors varied based on teacher (a) age; (b) gender;
(c) education and (d) ethnicity, responses to teacher survey questions 32-34 were
considered. Data on the teacher perceptions of school characteristics factors based on age
(question 33), education (question 32), ethnicity (question 34) were analyzed using
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Differences in age were explored using five age
categories (21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, and 61+). Ethnicity categories were African
American, Asian, Caucasian, Hispanic and Other. Respondents shared their education
level by indicating their highest degree completed (Bachelor’s, Master’s, Specialist, and
Doctoral). An independent t test was conducted using gender data (question 35) to
determine whether there were statistically significant differences in perceptions of male
and female teachers.

Data Analysis for Research Question 5
Research Question 5 was designed to determine the relationship, if any, between
teachers' perceptions of selected school characteristics factors and their intention to
remain in the same school. Teachers were asked (question 29) “Do you plan to teach in
this school next year?” Response choices were “Yes,” “No,” or “Not sure.” Regression
of Variables was used to analyze this question.
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Data Analysis for Research Question 6
Research Question 6 focused on the relationship, if any, between teachers'
perceptions of selected school characteristics factors and their intention to remain in the
teaching profession. Teachers were queried as to the “number of years you plan to
remain in teaching” (question 31) and were afforded an open response opportunity. A
qualitative analysis was used in reviewing and summarizing their responses of
perceptions of teachers as to their intentions to remain in the teaching field.

Summary
This chapter has presented the methodology and procedures used to conduct the
present study. To describe the most important school characteristics factors perceived by
high school teachers and administrators, 25 questions were used. A factor analysis was
conducted to distribute the 25 questions into six factors. The six factors consisted of (a)
School Facility, (b) Collegial Environment, (c) Resources, (d) Staff Development, (e)
New Teacher Support, and (f) Teacher Empowerment. Six research questions guided the
research. Frequencies and percentages, independent t tests, analysis of variance and
regression of variables were used in the data analysis. A qualitative analysis was used to
present open ended responses from teachers.
The survey instrument was completed by 292 teachers and 14 administrators from
8 high schools of Orange County, Orlando, Florida. The final usable return rates were
76.4% (N = 292) for teachers and 93.3% (N = 14) for administrators. The analyses of the
data for the six research questions are presented in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 contains a
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summary of the findings, conclusions drawn based on the data analyses, implications for
practice, and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction
This chapter provides the analysis and description of the data that were collected
from the useable questionnaires of 292 teachers and 14 administrators in 8 public high
schools. The first section addresses the description of respondents’ characteristics. The
description contains respondents’ gender, age, ethnicity, highest level of education, years
of experience as a teacher for teachers, and years of experience as an administrator for
administrators.
Data related to the (a) teachers’ and administrators’ agreement regarding the
presence of selected school characteristics factors; (b) the difference between the
perceptions of the teachers and the administrators; (c) the variance of the perception
based on teachers’ age, gender, education, and ethnicity; (d) the relationship between the
presence of school characteristics factors and teachers’ intent to teach in the same school
and remaining in the teaching profession were analyzed. Integral to the data analyses
were 6 factors derived from 25 survey items comprising the school’s characteristics.
The School Facility factor focused on the provision of professional space,
technology, assistance of school personnel, and access to school personnel. The Collegial
Environment factor addressed the time set aside to collaborate with experienced teachers,
adequacy of time to grade papers, attend parent conferences, attend school related
activities, and have opportunities to visit other classrooms. The Resources factor elicited
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information regarding administrative strategies used to provide orientation for teachers
and respond to concerns regarding a well-maintained facility. The Staff Development
factor examined the administrator’s provision for staff to attend workshops, conferences,
and involvement in advanced training, as well as, accessibility to educational personnel:
tutors, counselors, and social workers. The New Teacher Support factor sought
information regarding the reasonableness of class size, frequency of administrative visits,
and administrative guidance to new teachers. The Teacher Empowerment factor was
focused on teacher involvement with in-service education, school budget disbursement,
and opportunities to share ideas in mini-professional development sessions.

Characteristics of Respondents
There were 17 public high schools in the Orange County Public School District.
The teacher and administrator samples were drawn from schools that had a principal who
had been in the school for more than one year. Table 2 presents the frequencies and
percentages for responding teachers and administrators and their respective schools. A
total of eight schools met the criteria. The sample of teachers selected from these eight
high schools consisted of those who had been teaching in the same school for less than
four years. A total of 382 teachers and 15 administrators were selected to participate in
this study. Using Dillman’s 5-point contact (Appendixes D-I), an overall response rate of
76.4% (N = 292) for teachers and 93.3% (N = 14) for administrators was achieved.
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Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers (N = 292) and Administrators (N =14)
High Schools
School A

Teachers
n
32

%
11.0

School B

26

8.9

2

14.3

School C

26

8.9

1

7.1

School D

11

3.8

1

7.1

School E

32

11.0

2

14.3

School F

81

27.4

2

14.3

School G

50

17.1

2

14.3

School H

34

11.6

2

14.3

292

100.0

14

100.0

Total

Administrators
n
%
2
21.4

Table 3 contains demographic data for teacher respondents. Of the 262
responding teachers who stated their gender, 166 (63.4%) were female, and 96 (36.6%)
were male. Only 2 (.7%) of the respondents were over 60 years of age; 40 (14.9%) were
between 51 and 60 years of age; 24 (9%) were between 41 and 50 years old. Almost one
fourth (64, 23.9%) were in the 31-40 age group, and slightly more than half (138, 51.5%)
were between 31 and 40 years of age.
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents (N = 292)
Characteristics

Teachers
n (268)
%

Administrators
n (14)

%

Gender
Female
Male

166
96

63.4
36.6

2
12

14.3
85.7

Highest Degree
Bachelor’s
Master’s
Specialist
Doctoral

166
93
4
5

61.9
34.7
1.5
1.9

5
5
4

35.7
35.7
28.6

Ethnicity
African American
Asian
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other

36
8
164
42
12

13.7
3.1
62.6
16.0
4.6

1
0
12
1
0

7.1
0.0
85.7
7.1
0.0

138
64
24
40
2

51.5
23.9
9.0
14.9
.7

0
6
8
0
0

0
42.9
57.1
0
0

Age
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61+

Note. Not all respondents answered every item.
A total of 262 teacher respondents shared the following information as to their
ethnicity: There were 164 (62.6%) Caucasians, 42 (16%)Hispanics, 36 (13.7%) African
Americans , 8 (3.1%) Asians, and 12 (4.6%) Others. About 166 ( 61.9%) teachers had
completed a bachelor’s degree as their highest level of education. An additional 93
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(34.7%) held a master’s degree. Only 4 (1.5%) of the teachers had completed specialist
and 5 (1.9%) completed doctoral degrees.
Table 3 also contains demographic data for responding administrators. Of the 14
respondents, 12 (85.7%) were male and 2 (14.3%) were female. Five teachers (35.7%)
held masters and 5 (35.7%) held specialist degrees. The remaining 4 (28.6%) had
completed a doctoral degree. A total of 12 (86%) administrators who responded were
Caucasians; only 1 (7.1%) indicated African American, and 1 (7.1%) was Hispanic. Of
the 14 administrators, 6 (42.9%) were between 31 and 40 years of age. Eight ( 57.1%)
were between 41 and 50 years of age.
Table 4 presents information related to the teacher and administrator respondents’
total years of experience and years in their current school. All teachers had been in the
classroom between 1 and 4 years. Slightly more than one-fourth (78, 26.7%) had 1 year
of teaching experience, and 96 (32.9%) had 2 years of teaching experience. A total of 36
(12.3%) had 3 years experience and 82 (28.1%) had 4 years of teaching experience.
Almost half (144, 49.3%) of the teachers indicated that this was their first year in their
current school. An additional 104 (36%) were in their second year. A total of 20 (6.8%)
and 24 (8.2%) teachers were in their third and fourth years in their current school.
Administrators had an average of 7 years of experience as school administrators.
Of the 14 respondents, 3 (21.4%) had between 10-14 years of experience, 2 (14.3%) had
only 2 years of experience. Almost half (6, 42.9%) had 5 years of experience, while 3
(21.4%) had 6 to 9 years of experience. Administrators were asked (question 27) about
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the number of years they had been in their current school. The years varied from 2 to 6
years.
Table 4
Teachers’ (N = 292) and Administrators’ (N = 14) Years of Experience
Total Years of Experience
n
Teachers
1 Year
2 Years
3 Years
4 Years
Total Teachers
Administrators
2 Years
5 Years
6-9 Years
10-14 Years
Total Administrators

%

Years Experience in Current School
n
%

78
96
36
82
292

26.7
32.9
12.3
28.1
100.0

144
104
20
24
292

49.3
36.0
6.8
8.2
100.0

2
6
3
3
14

14.3
42.9
21.4
21.4
100.0

4
5
5
0
14

28.6
35.7
35.7
0
100.0

Table 5 displays the subjects taught by responding teachers. Of the 278 teachers
who responded to the question about the subjects taught, one third (90, 32.4%) taught
mathematics, 50 (18%) taught language arts, 40 (14.4%) taught science, and 38 (13.7%)
taught social sciences. Lesser numbers of teachers included business education (12,
4.3%), physical education (6, 2.2%), exceptional student education (8, 2.9%) and art and
music (8, 2.9%). A total of 26 (9.4%) teachers taught elective courses.
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Table 5
Subjects Taught by Responding Teachers (N = 292)
Subjects

n

%

Mathematics

90

32.4

Language Arts

50

18.0

Science

40

14.4

Social Sciences

38

13.7

Business Education

12

4.3

Physical Education

6

2.2

Art & Music

8

2.9

Exceptional Student Education

8

2.9

26

9.4

278

100.0

Electives
Total
Note. Not all respondents indicated subjects taught.
Research Question 1

To what extent do currently employed teachers agree that selected school
characteristics are present in their schools?
This question examined the perceptions of the sample group of teachers regarding
the presence of six school characteristics factors in their respective schools. The
instrument for teachers contained 36 questions. The first 25 survey items provided the
data source to answer this research question. A factor analysis was performed for the
responses generated by the 25 questions. Six factors emerged from the factor analysis that
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provided the selected school characteristics factors for each school. The six factors were
(a) School Facility; (b) Collegial Environment; (c) Resources; (d) Staff Development; (e)
New Teacher Support; and (f) Teacher Empowerment. The frequencies and percentages
for the six factors are reported in Table 6.
Table 6
Teachers’ Perceptions: School Characteristics (N = 292)
Factors (n)
Facility (292)

Strongly
Agree
n
%
94
32.2

Agree
n
146

%
50.0

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
n
%
46
15.8

Disagree
n
4

%
1.4

Strongly
Disagree
n
%
2
.6

Collegial
Environment (292)

8

2.7

68

23.3

142

48.6

66

22.6

8

2.8

Professional
Development (292)

74

25.3

148

50.7

62

21.2

6

2.1

2

.7

New Teacher
Support (292)

12

4.1

84

28.8

134

45.9

50

17.1

12

4.1

Resources (292)

74

25.3

142

48.6

64

21.9

12

4.2

0

0.0

Teacher
Empowerment (290)

14

4.8

56

19.3

122

42.1

80

27.6

18

6.2

A total of 240 (82.2%) respondents strongly agreed and agreed with the school
characteristics comprising the School Facility factor; an additional 46 (15.8%) neither
agreed nor disagreed, and 6 (2 %) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the school
characteristics comprising this factor. For Collegial Environment, 76 (26%) teachers
strongly agreed and agreed; 142 (48.6%) neither agreed nor disagreed, and 74 (25.4%)
respondents chose disagree or strongly disagree regarding the existence of positive
school characteristics based on Collegial Environment.
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As to the Professional Development factor, 222 teachers (76%) strongly agreed
and agreed, indicating a robust in-service program and provision of workshops and
conferences. In contrast, only 8 (2.8%) of the respondents did not agree on the provision
of adequate Professional Development and 62 (21.2%) were somewhat neutral as they
neither agreed nor disagreed.
In regard to New Teacher Support, 96 (32.9%) teachers chose strongly agree and
agree. One hundred thirty-four (45.9%) teachers were unsure about the support provided
them and chose neither agree nor disagree. A total of 62 (21.2%) disagreed or strongly
disagreed, indicating that almost one quarter of the new teachers did not receive the
support they felt they needed.
In the consideration of the Resources factor, there was high agreement with 216
(73.9%) of the teachers strongly agreeing and agreeing that schools were providing
adequate amounts of material and human resources to facilitate teaching. Only 12 (4.2%)
disagreed and 64 (21.9%) were neutral, neither agreeing nor disagreeing, regarding the
provision of resources. For the sixth factor, Teacher Empowerment, 98 (33.8%) teachers
strongly disagreed and disagreed and 122 (42.1%) neither agreed nor disagreed that their
schools involved teachers in deciding the contents of in-service training, disbursement of
school funds, and opportunities to present ideas in mini staff development sessions. Only
70 (24.1%) strongly agreed and agreed that their school culture empowered teachers
adequately as described by the school characteristics making up this factor.
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Research Question 2
To what extent do currently employed administrators agree that selected school
characteristics are present in their schools?
Descriptive statistical analysis was performed to determine the 14 administrators’
perceptions regarding each of the six factors comprised of the selected school
characteristics. Table 7 presents the frequencies and percentages for administrators for
each of the six factors.
Table 7
Administrator Perceptions: School Characteristics (N = 14)
Factors (n)
Facility (12)

Strongly
Agree
n
%
8
66.7

Agree
n
4

%
33.3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
n
%
0
0.0

Disagree
n
0

%
0

Strongly
Disagree
n
%
0
0

Collegial
Environment (14)

0

0.0

10

71.4

4

28.6

0

0

0

0

Professional
Development (14)

4

28.6

10

71.4

0

0.0

0

0

0

0

New Teacher
Support (14)

0

0.0

10

71.4

4

28.6

0

0

0

0

Resources (14)

6

42.9

8

57.1

0

0.0

0

0

0

0

Teacher
Empowerment (12)

0

0.0

4

28.6

8

57.1

0

0

0

0

Note: Not all participants responded to all the questions.
Of the 12 administrators who expressed their views in regard to the factor, School
Facility, 8 (66.7%) strongly agreed and 4 (33.3%) agreed their facilities were supportive
of a positive school environment. For Collegial Environment, 10 (71.4%) of the
administrators agreed and 4 (28.6%) neither agreed nor disagreed that teachers were
provided adequate time to collaborate with experienced teachers, had avenues to express
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concerns, were given opportunities to be recognized for a worthwhile performance, and
were provided platforms to voice their opinions regarding student discipline and school
procedures.
The third factor, Professional Development, represented the creation of goals and
objectives for the teachers and the urgency in meeting them. It also included provision of
attending conferences and workshops, being involved in formal advanced training, and
having access to educational support personnel such as tutors, counselors, and social
workers. Ten administrators agreed (71..4%) and 4 strongly agreed (28.6%) that their
school provided adequate professional development opportunities.
Of the 14 administrators, 10 (71%) agreed and 4 (28.6%) neither agreed nor
disagreed in regard to the presence of New Teacher Support. This implied that over two
thirds of responding administrators felt that they were providing a reasonable class size
for new teachers, were showing support by informal visits to the classrooms of new
teachers, were differentiating class size based on teachers’ experience, and afforded oneon-one guidance to new teachers.
The fifth factor, Resources, included school characteristics that addressed the
occurrence of orientation prior to school opening, solving problems concerning facilities
and resources to impart instruction to students, and maintaining a clean environment. Six
(42.9%) administrators strongly agreed and 8 (57.1%) agreed that sufficient resources
were available in their schools.
In regard to the sixth factor, Teacher Empowerment, 4 (28.6%) agreed and 8
(57.1%) neither agreed nor disagreed as to the presence of this factor in the school’s
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environment. This implied that only slightly more than one fourth of the administrators at
these high schools perceived teachers as being empowered. More than half of the
administrators neither agreed nor disagreed that teachers’ input was valued in shaping
contents of in-service activities, in linking teachers in budgetary decisions, and in
empowering teachers to be presenters in staff development sessions.

Research Question 3
What is the difference, if any, between the perceptions of administrators and
teachers regarding the presence of selected school characteristics in their schools?
The responses of teachers and administrators to the 25 questions were used in
determining the presence of six factors and the extent to which the factors were present in
their schools. Using the six school factors, an independent t-test was performed to
identify any statistically significant differences between the perceptions of teachers and
administrators. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 8.
For the School Facility factor, there was no statistically significant difference
(equal variances t = - 2.016, df = 302, P = .05) in the perception of teachers (M = 4.08)
and perception of the administrators (M = 4.5). In the factor, Collegial Environment,
there was a statistically significant difference (unequal variances t = - 7.963, df = 18.074,
p < .01) in the perceptions of teachers (M = 3.00) and administrators (M = 3.95). There
was a statistically significant difference (unequal variances t = -3.243, df = 17.215, p <
.01) in the perceptions of teachers (M = 3.86) and administrators (M = 4.24) for
Professional Development .
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Table 8
Differences in Perceptions of School Characteristics: Teachers and Administrators
Factors

t value

Facility

- 2.016*

Collegial
Environmentt
Professional
Development

df
302.000

Teacher
M
4.08

Administrator
M
4.50

- 7.963**

18.074

3.00

3.95

- 3.243**

17.215

3.86

4.24

New Teacher
Support

- 2.092*

304.000

2.98

3.46

Resources

- 4.868**

19.513

3.83

4.36

Teacher
Empowerment
Note : * = p < .05

- 5.297**

28.664

2.92

3.39

** = p < .01

For New Teacher Support, the difference between teachers (M = 2.98) and
administrators (M = 3.46) was statistically significant (equal variances t = - 2.092, df =
304, p < .05). There was a statistically significant difference (unequal variances t = 4.868, df = 19.513, p < .01) between the perceptions of teachers (M = 3.83) and
administrators (M = 4.36) regarding the presence of Resources as a factor. Similarly, in
Teacher Empowerment, there was a statistically significant difference (unequal variances
t = - 5.297, 28.664, p < .01) between teachers ( M = 2.92) and administrators (M = 3.39).
Overall, there was a statistically significant difference in the perception of teachers and
administrators regarding the presence of the six school characteristics factors in their
schools.
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Research Question 4
To what extent do teacher perceptions of selected school characteristics vary
based on teachers’ (a) age; (b) gender; (c) education and (d) ethnicity?
The perceptions of teachers regarding the selected school characteristics factors
based on gender are displayed in Table 9. An independent t test was performed to
establish a correlation between male and female teachers. No statistically significant
differences in the perceptions of male and female teachers were identified for any factor
with the exception of Collegial Environment.
Table 9
Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of School Characteristics by Gender
Factors

t value

df

Teachers

Facility

.315

240

Male
M
4.08

Collegial
Environment

2.420*

248

3.18

2.95

Professional
Development

.800

260

3.90

3.80

New Teacher
Support

.487

240

3.00

2.94

Resources

- .100

221

3.75

3.85

- .229

260

2.87

2.90

Teacher
Empowerment
Note: * = p < .05

** = p < .01
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Female
M
4.06

There was no statistically significant difference (unequal variances t = .315, df =
240, p > .05) in regard to School Facility between males (M = 4.08) and females (M =
4.06). For Professional Development, no statistically significant difference was identified
(equal variances t = .8 , df = 260, p > .05) between male (M = 3.90) and female teachers
(M = 3.80). There was no significant difference (unequal variances t = .487, df = 240, p >
.05) in the perceptions of male (M = 3.0) and female teachers (M = 2.94) for New
Teacher Support. The same was true for Resources and Teacher Empowerment where
there was no statistically significant difference between male and female teachers. There
was, however, a significant difference (unequal variances t = 2.42, df = 248, p < .05) in
the means of male ( M = 3.17) and female teachers ( M = 2.95) regarding their
perceptions of the Collegial Environment. Both male and female teachers were in
agreement as to the existence of all factors except for Collegial Environment in the
school.
Table 10 displays the results of the analysis which sought to determine the
differences in teachers’ perceptions of selected school characteristics factors based on
their highest degree (bachelor’s, master’s, specialist, and doctoral) completed. There was
no statistically significant difference (F (3,141) = .770, p > .05) in the perceptions of
teachers for the School Facility factor. Teachers with bachelor’s (M = 4.03), master’s (M
= 4.0), specialist (M = 4.5), and doctoral (M = 4.38) degrees did not differ significantly in
their perceptions regarding the School Facility factor. School Facility accounted for only
1.6% of the variance in the scores of the teachers’ perception. The occurrence of
Collegial Environment did not vary based on the teachers’ education. Only .7% of the
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variances were reported for Collegial Environment based on education (F (3,141) = .349, p
> .05) and showed no statistically significant difference. The groups with bachelor’s (M =
2.92), master’s (M = 3.08), specialist (M = 3.00), and doctoral (M = 3.02) degrees did not
differ significantly regarding the Collegial Environment factor.
Table 10
Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of School Characteristics by Education Degree
Factors

F

df

Eta
squared

B.A.

Masters

Ed.S.

.016

M
4.03

M
4.00

M
4.50

Ed.D/
Ph.D
M
4.38

Facility

.770

3,141

Collegial
Environment

.349

3,141

.007

2.92

3.08

3.00

3.02

Professional
Development

.422

3,141

.009

3.89

3.79

4.12

4.08

New Teacher
Support

.151

3,141

.003

2.93

2.93

3.13

3.17

Resources

.345

3,141

.007

3.77

3.84

4.25

3.96

Teacher
Empowerment

1.800

3,141

.037

2.98

2.79

3.83

2.33

Note : * = p < .05

** = p < .01

The perceptions of teachers in regard to the Professional Development factor did
not differ significantly based on level of education. Only .9% of the variances were
explained for the difference in perception for teachers with a bachelor’s (M = 3.89),
master’s (M = 3.79), specialist (M = 4.12), and doctoral (M = 4.08) degrees, and there
was not a statistically significant difference observed (F (3,141) = .422, p >.05) between
groups.
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Also, there was no statistically significant difference (F (3,141) = .151, p >.05) in
the perception of teachers regarding the factor, New Teacher Support, between groups
with a bachelor’s (M = 2.93), master’s (M = 2.93), specialist (M = 3.13), and doctoral (M
= 3.17) degrees. The same was true for the Resources factor. There was no statistically
significant difference (F (3, 141) = .345, p > .05) between groups with bachelor’s (M =
3.77), master’s (M = 3.84), specialist (M = 4.25), and doctoral (M = 3. 96) degrees. For
the Teacher Empowerment factor, there was no statistically significant difference (F (3,141)
= 1.8, p > .05) in the perceptions between groups with a bachelor’s (M = 2.98), master’s
(M = 2.79), specialist (M = 3.83), and doctoral (M = 2.33) degrees. For New Teacher
Support, only .3% of the variance was explained based on education. For Resources,
education explained only .7% of the variances, and 3.7% of the variances could be
attributed to Teacher Empowerment based on education.
Differences in teachers’ perceptions regarding the six factors based on ethnicity
are presented in Table 11. There was a statistically significant difference in the
perceptions of teachers regarding Professional Development and New Teacher Support.
For Professional Development, the difference in means for the five groups varied
between African Americans (M = 3.90), Caucasians (M = 3.75), Hispanics (M = 4.13),
and Other (M = 3.54). There was a statistically significant difference (F (4,257) = 3.08, p <
.05) between the perceptions of various ethnic groups. There was a statistically
significant difference (F (4,257) = 1.11, p < .01) in the perception of the ethnic groups
regarding the New Teacher Support where African Americans (M = 3.1), Asians (M =
2.31), Caucasians (M = 2.90), Hispanics (M = 3.32), and Other (M = 2.54) groups
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differed in their opinions. When ethnicity was considered, 6% of the variances in New
Teacher Support were explained along with 4.6% of the variances for Professional
Development.
Table 11
Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of School Characteristics by Ethnicity
Factors

F

df

Eta
squared

Asian

Caucasian

Hispanic

Other

.023

African
American
M
4.20

Facility

1.520

4,257

M
3.75

M
4.03

M
4.12

M
3.72

Collegial
Environment

1.440

4,257

.022

3.03

2.78

3.07

3.07

2.54

Professional
Development

3.080
*

4,257

.046

3.90

4.00

3.75

4.13

3.54

New Teacher
Support

1.110
**

4,257

.060

3.10

2.31

2.90

3.32

2.54

Resources

.663

4,257

.010

3.7

3.88

3.83

3.84

3.50

.011

2.98

3.08

2.83

3.04

2.72

Teacher
.702
4,257
Empowerment
Note: * = p < .05 ** = p < .01

For the School Facility factor, there was no statistically significant difference (F
(4,257) = 1.52,

p > .05) in the perceptions of African American (M = 4.20), Asian (M =

3.75), Caucasian (M = 4.03), Hispanic (M = 4.12), and Other (M = 3.72) groups. For the
factor School Facility, only 2.3% of the variance could be explained by the ethnicity. For
Collegial Environment, there was no statistically significant difference (F (4,257) = 1.44, p >
.05) in the perception of this factor between African American (M = 3.03), Asian (M =
2.78), Caucasian (M = 3.07), Hispanic (M = 3.07), and Other (M = 2.54) groups. Only
2.2% of the variance could be explained for this factor based on the ethnicity. For
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Resources, there was no statistically significant difference (F (4,257) = .663, p > .05) in the
perception of African American (M = 3.88), Asian (M = 3.88), Caucasian (M = 3. 83),
Hispanic (M = 3.84), and Other (M = 3.5) groups. Based on ethnicity, this factor could
explain only 1% of the variance. For Teacher Empowerment, there was no statistically
significant difference (F (4,257) = .702, p > .05) in the perceptions of African American (M
= 2.98), Asian (M = 3.08), Caucasians (M = 2.83), Hispanic (M = 3.04), and Other (M =
2.72) groups. Only 1.1% of this factor could be explained by the difference in ethnicity.
Table 12 presents the analysis of teachers’ perceptions of the selected school
characteristics factors when age was considered. For School Facility, there was no
statistically significant difference (F (4,263) = .540, p > .05) in the perceptions of teachers in
various age groups: 21-30 (M = 4.12), 31-40 (M = 4.06), 41-50 (M = 4.02), 51-60 (M =
3.93), and 61+ (M = 4.0). Only .8% of the variances were explained by age.
For the Collegial Environment factor, there was a statistically significant
difference (F (4,263) = 3.783, p < .01) when age was considered for teachers 21-30 (M =
2.95), 31-40 (M = 2.92), 41-50 (M = 3.38), 51-60 (M = 3.20), and 61+ (M = 1.66). About
5.4% of the variance was explained by the age of the teachers in determining their
perceptions of the Collegial Environment factor.
The Professional Development factor’s analysis revealed there was a statistically
significant difference (F (4,263) = 3.307, p < .05) in the perceptions of teachers 21-30 (M =
3.91), 31-40 (M = 3.75), 41-50 (M = 3.97), 51-60 (M = 3.83), and 61+ (M = 2.25). The
eta squared of .048 explained 4.8% of the variances based on teachers’ age in regard to
their perceptions of Professional Development in their schools.
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Table 12
Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of School Characteristics by Age
Factors

F

df

Eta
squared

Age Groups
41-50
51-60
M
M
4.02
3.93

Facility

.540

4,263

.008

21-30
M
4.12

Collegial
Environment

3.783
**

4,263

.054

2.95

2.92

3.38

3.20

1.66

Professional
Development

3.307
*

4,263

.048

3.91

3.75

3.97

3.83

2.25

New Teacher
Support

.671

4,263

.010

2.92

2.95

3.17

3.10

2.75

Resources

1.920

4,263

.028

3.90

3.67

4.00

3.73

3.00

Teacher
1.824
4,263
Empowerment
Note : * = p < .05
** = p < .01

.027

3.04

2.79

2.77

2.70

2.33

31-40
M
4.06

61+
M
4.0

For the New Teacher Support factor, there was no statistically significant
difference (F (4,263) = .671, p > .05) in the perceptions of teachers 21-30 (M = 2.92), 31-40
(M = 2.95), 41-50 (M = 3.17), 51-60 (M = 3.10), and age 61+ (M = 2.75). Only .1% of
the variance for this factor was explained. For Resources, there was no statistically
significant difference (F (4,263) = 1.92, p > .05) in the perceptions of school characteristics
between teachers who were 21-30 (M = 3.9), 31-40 (M = 3.67), 41-50 (M = 4.0), 51-60
(M = 3.73), and 61+ (M = 3.0) years of age. Only 2.8% of the variances in the
perceptions regarding Resources were explained, based on age. For the sixth factor,
Teacher Empowerment, there was no statistically significant difference (F (4,263) = 1.824, p
> .05) in the perceptions of teachers 21-30 (M = 3.04), 31-40 (M = 2.79), 41-50 (M =
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2.77), 51-60 (M = 2.70), and 61+ (M = 2.33). When age was considered, only 2.7% of the
variances in teachers’ perceptions were explained by the Teacher Empowerment factor.

Research Question 5
What is the relationship, if any, between teachers' perceptions of selected school
characteristics and their intention to remain in the same school?
Teachers were asked to indicate their intentions to continue teaching in their same
school the following year (question 29). They were called on to respond “Yes,” “No,” or
“Not sure” when asked, “Do you plan to teach in this school next year?” Table 13
displays information regarding teachers’ intentions. Of the 276 who responded, a total of
188 (68.1%) responded affirmatively. In much smaller numbers, 42 (15.2%) teachers
indicated they would not return and 46 (16.7%) teachers were not sure.
Teachers who indicated they did not intend to return or were undecided (question
30) shared their reason(s) for their intended departure. Table 14 presents the frequencies
and percentages for the reasons, which were often multiple, provided by teachers in
explaining their planned departures. Reasons most frequently cited for non-returning
teachers were: Fourteen (10%) teachers cited dislike for assigned duties; 14 (10.2%)
expressed job related stress; 13 (9.5%) mentioned lack of opportunity; 11 (8%) for family
reasons; and 10 (7.3%) for relocation.
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Table 13
Teachers’ Intention to Teach Next Year (n = 276)
Intentions

n

%

Yes

188

68.1

No

42

15.2

Not sure

46

16.7

276

100.00

Total

Table 14
Not-returning Teachers’ Reasons for Departure ( N = 292)
Reasons
n
Dislike for assigned duties
14
Job related stress
13
Lack of opportunity
12
Family reasons
11
Relocation
10
Salary
9
End of temporary contract
9
Retirement
8
Inadequate benefits
8
Dissatisfaction with supervisor
7
Resignation due to involuntary termination
6
Not a voluntary separation
6
Continuing education
2
Other
22
Total
137
Note. Not all respondents provided reasons. Some respondents offered multiple
responses
Research Question 5 also sought to predict the intention of the teachers to
continue in their same school based on the six school characteristics factors using a
regression analysis. For the prediction, the 46 teachers who chose “not sure” were
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%
10.2
9.5
8.8
8.0
7.3
6.6
6.6
5.8
5.8
5.1
4.4
4.4
.0
16.1
100.0

eliminated from the analysis. The codes used were Yes = 1 and No = 2. The analysis
indicated that the presence of the six school characteristics factors was a statistically
significant predictor of teachers’ intention to remain in their school for the following year
(F (6,223) = 7.51, p < .01).
A regression analysis was performed to predict the intention of teachers to return
to their same school (question 29). Linear regression was used to model the value of a
dependent scale variable based on its linear relationship to all the six predictors. In the
analysis, R (.410) represented the correlation between the observed and predicated values
of the dependent variable “Do you plan to teach in this school next year?”
The coefficients of the regression line, revealed that the intention to remain in the
school is equal to 2. 061 - .163 * PROFDEV (Professional Development) – .083 * NTS
(New Teacher Support). The t statistics are also helpful in determining the significant
importance of each variable in the model. For the t values to be useful, they should be
below -2 or above +2. For this analysis, the t value for the two significant and useful
factors in the prediction were – 4.687 (Professional Development) and – 2.646 (New
Teacher Support).
The regression analysis predicted that of the six factors, Professional
Development and New Teacher Support were the statistically significant predictors of
teachers’ intent to continue teaching in the same school the following year. There was no
statistically significant relationship between the other four factors (School Facility,
Resources, Collegial Environment, and Teacher Empowerment) and the variable
“intention to remain in the same school”.
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Research Question 6
What is the relationship, if any, between teachers' perceptions of selected school
characteristics and their intention to remain in the teaching profession?
Research Question 6 queried teachers (question 31) about their longer range
intentions. They were asked, in an open ended question, to respond as to the number of
years they planned to remain in teaching. Table 15 displays the responses from the 214
teachers who responded to this question. On the average, teachers wanted to remain in the
teaching profession for 15 years. Of the 214 respondents, 58 (27%) teachers indicated
they intended to teach from 0-5 years. A total of 42 (19.6%) teachers indicated they
anticipated teaching between 6 and 10 years, and 64 (30%) planned on teaching 11-25
years. Another sizable group of 50 (23.4%) teachers expressed their intent to remain in
teaching for 26-35 years. This indicated a wide variability in teachers’ intentions to
remain in the teaching profession.
Teachers were also requested to express their overall level of satisfaction with
their current school by indicating a percentage ranging from 0% to 100%. These data are
displayed in Table 16. A total of 252 teachers responded, and 20 (7.9%) teachers
indicated they were 100% satisfied. The highest satisfaction frequencies and percentages
were observed between 70% and 90% with 170 (67.5%) of the teachers indicating that
their levels of satisfaction fell within this range.
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Table 15
Teachers’ Intention to Remain in the Teaching Profession (n = 214)
Expected Years to Teach

n

%

0-5 Years

58

27.0

6-10 Years

42

19.6

11-25 Years

64

30.0

26-35 Years

50

23.4

214

100.0

Total

Table 16
Teachers’ Overall Satisfaction with their Current School (n = 252)
Satisfaction Percentage
0%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
75%
80%
90%
95%
100%
Total

n
2
6
16
14
20
2
42
2
70
56
2
20
252

%
.8
2.4
6.3
5.6
7.9
.8
16.7
.8
27.8
22.2
.8
7.9
100.0

Respondents were also afforded the opportunity to express their thoughts,
concerns, and perceptions regarding their school. Teachers related their dissatisfaction to
multiple reasons. Cited were lack of support from the administration, inadequate
resources like copy machines and other supplies, unsatisfactory facility condition due to
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renovation, pressure from the administration to adjust the curriculum to cover the
standardized test, and poor discipline. One female, history teacher wrote,
I love my school because I am able to teach the subject I want and I love my
students. I do not think my school has a good administration team. I also don’t
think we get near enough time to call parents, grade papers, or other after school
necessities. I think we need to hold teachers more accountable for what they are
teaching. We also need to take attendance out of their hands and find a better way
to deal with truancy.
Another male science teacher wrote, “My compensation and benefits are not
enough for me to be the sole income earner for my family.” Numerous teachers expressed
their displeasure in their current school with the lack of opportunities for advancement,
no consistency in discipline procedures, and absence of any acknowledgement of their
hard work. Another respondent wrote,
Administration need to do more “little” things to help keep morale up. Perhaps a
fundraiser to raise money and work on morale. The happier the people are-- better
they work. Maybe administration can have a pancake breakfast-- anything they
can do to be more visible. We desperately need to have a day during pre-planning
to review procedures. Too much is left untold and we have to learn the hard way.
Some inexperienced teachers articulated their views regarding the provision of
training to deal with common classroom practices. Another female language arts teacher
wrote,
By December of my first year, I was ready to quit. I felt I had been thrown into
things too quickly and was totally overwhelmed. I stuck it out, taught again this
year and will again next year but do not plan to return the following year.
Most new teachers were very dissatisfied with the administration for not
providing them adequate resources such as mentors and proper training to handle tough
students. They expressed their frustration with lack of guidance regarding procedures to
handle behavior problems. At least seven teachers wrote about the need for stricter rules
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regarding school discipline and narrated their views regarding back-up assistance from
administrators. One female science teacher wrote, “I find that behavior problems are the
greatest problem in the classroom of 1st year teachers. If you ask for help you will get
help 50% of the time, that’s if you ask!” Another female social studies teacher felt that
there was good support from grade level administrators but very little support from the
Principal. Most teachers reinforced previously stated reasons for not continuing as being
related to stress and being over worked.
Having a clean school and having a set standard was another concern of teachers.
One female ESE teacher wrote, “A school should be clean and run by the book as far as
dress code and student behavior. Students must be aware of the standards and be held to
that (those) standards.” Teachers wanted to take part in the decision making process and
needed to be heard. Another male technology teacher wrote, “I submitted a number of
improvement recommendations with my PDP [Professional Development Plan] in April,
05, but I have not and don’t expect to receive any feedback or discussion on them at this
school.”
The plight of first year teachers was very apparent in their responses regarding
lack of support from the administration. One female geometry teacher wrote,
My personal opinion is that first year teachers at my school are given tremendous
loads of classes/work. Not all but some Blacks in particular. I personally was
about [able] to handle it, yet it took an enormous amount of organization and
personal time.
As had been the trend in Florida schools, there were numerous teachers who were
hired from business and industry in order to deal with the large demand for teachers.
Another Hispanic female science teacher expressed her frustration,
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My 1st year was absolutely terrible. The school hired me and then just left me. I
have no education degree so it was a huge learning experiment. I had to break
everyone’s arms to help me. As a 2nd year teacher I’ve learned that NO ONE will
help you. No wonder teachers quit. Also, my class load was insane this year. At
the beginning of school year it was 36 per class, now it is 30.
A similar sentiment was expressed by an exceptional education teacher. This
teacher said, “There is not enough support for new teachers. ESE department is grossly
underpaid and overworked.”
Another Caucasian male mathematics teacher who had been teaching for one year
cited social isolation as another cause of his desire to quit. He wrote,
The amount of work (50-70 hours a week) and the level of stress led to my
decision to leave within a year. One factor that is not commonly discussed is
social isolation. I rarely saw other teachers and this has been a very lonely year
for me. Increased social interaction would have definitely increased my job
enjoyment.
Another female geography teacher who has been teaching for 2 years felt that
teachers were ill-prepared to deal with stress and job related trauma with which they must
deal. She wrote, “The hours we work (at least 60 hours a week), the disrespect we get
(from students, administration, and parents), and the discipline problems faced
overwhelm many new teachers.”
Lack of benefits and advancement were cited multiple times by teachers. One
young social studies teacher, a Hispanic male, wrote, “Teaching is a great profession, but
I feel that the dedication required and the responsibility we have are not up to par with
our pay and advancement opportunities.” One male mathematics teacher used the space
provided to formulate his own question as to whether he would recommend teaching as a
career to his own children. His answer was a negative one.
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One female science teacher of two years wrote about the negative influence of
parents on the school system. She felt that her school used unethical procedures to adjust
students’ grades in order to appease parents. She wrote,
I am, unfortunately, disgusted with the Florida education system. Parents at our
school have more say in the decisions about students than teachers do. There are
unethical and immoral things that go on here (i. e, changing grades to allow
students to pass) that make me embarrassed and angry to be a part of the teaching
profession at this school. I don’t know if it’s other schools too, but our school has
lost sight of doing what’s important for and in the best interest of the kids. It’s all
about looking good in the community at our school. Sickening!
Another reason for discontent was that the teachers did not feel they were fully
involved in decisions regarding the curriculum. Some teachers expressed feelings that the
biggest problem that teachers face in Florida had not originated in the schools but rather
with the school board and the federal government. One male English teacher considered
the No Child Left Behind legislation to be in need of reform so as to meet the needs of
ESOL (English Speakers of Other Language) students. He felt that students were being
forced by the federal government to pass a state comprehensive examination when they
could barely speak English. He also spoke to discipline issues in citing a need to
eliminate student trouble makers who deprive other students from getting an education.

Summary
This chapter consisted of the analysis of data obtained from surveys of teachers
and administrators in eight public high schools in central Florida. The characteristics of
the respondents were presented and used in examining differences discovered among the
various groups by age, gender, ethnicity, highest level of education, and length of
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experience as teachers and administrators. The results of the statistical analysis for five
research questions were reported. The sixth research question called for a qualitative
review of open ended comments and was structured to enrich the quantitative results
already presented regarding the perceptions of the teachers as to the presence of the
selected school characteristics factors in their schools.
Chapter 5 contains a summary of the findings, conclusions drawn by the
researcher based on the findings as well as related research. Implications for practice and
recommendations for further research are also presented.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Problem Statement
This study was conducted to investigate the perceptions of currently employed
high school teachers and administrators regarding the extent to which a positive school
environment, comprised of six school characteristic factors, was present in their schools.
Differences in teachers’ perceptions, based on selected personal and professional
variables, were also explored in order to determine which, if any, of the school
characteristic factors influenced their desire to remain in the teaching profession and in
their school.

Methodology
Population and Data Collection
The population of this study consisted of teachers with less than 4 years of
teaching experience and school administrators with more than 1 year of experience in 8
high schools in the Orange County Public School District, Orlando, Florida. A total of
292 teachers and 14 administrators in 8 high schools in the Orange County Public School
district participated in the study for a 76.4% usable return from teachers and 93.3% from
administrators. Data were collected during spring of 2005.
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Instrumentation
The School Characteristics Survey for High School Teachers, consisted of
36 questions that included 25 questions for assessing the school’s characteristics and 11
additional questions which provided demographic information. The 25 questions
addressed school characteristics and were configured into 6 factors (School Facility,
Collegial Environment, Resources, Professional Development, New Teacher Support,
and Teacher Empowerment) that related to the research questions. The School Facility
factor focused on the provision of professional space, technology, assistance of school
personnel, and access to school personnel. The Collegial Environment factor addressed
the time set aside to collaborate with experienced teachers, adequacy of time to grade
papers, attend parent conferences, attend school related activities, and have opportunities
to visit other classrooms. The Resources factor elicited information regarding
administrative strategies used to provide orientation for teachers and respond to concerns
regarding a well-maintained facility. The Staff Development factor examined the
administrator’s provision for staff to attend workshops, conferences, and involvement in
advanced training, as well as, accessibility to educational personnel: tutors, counselors,
and social workers. The New Teacher Support factor sought information regarding the
reasonableness of class size, frequency of administrative visits, and administrative
guidance to new teachers. The Teacher Empowerment factor was focused on teacher
involvement with in-service education, school budget disbursement, and opportunities to
share ideas in mini-professional development sessions. The School Characteristics
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Survey for Administrators contained the same 25 questions along with 10 questions
requesting demographic information.

Summary of Findings
Six research questions guided this study. They are discussed and summarized as
follows:

Research Question 1
To what extent do currently employed teachers agree that selected school
characteristics are present in their schools?
In order to determine the extent to which currently employed teachers agreed that
the selected school characteristics were present in their schools, they were asked to
respond to questions regarding each of the 6 factors. Teachers were in agreement
regarding the presence of the School Facility factor. About 240 (82.2%) teachers agreed
or strongly agreed concerning the availability of adequate professional space; technology
such as computers, projectors; and opportunities to communicate effectively with the
school personnel through fax and e-mail. Only 6 (2%) respondents disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the opportunity to benefit from these facilities in their school.
Approximately 46 (15.8%) neither agreed nor disagreed indicating that teachers did not
feel strongly either positively or negatively in this regard.
In regard to the Resources factor, 216 (73.9%) teachers agreed to their presence in
their schools; however, 64 (21.9%) teachers were neutral as to the presence of adequate
resources, and 12 (4.2% ) teachers disagreed with the presence of adequate resources as
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indicated by such characteristics as having a well maintained school ground, and having
an appropriate setting to provide instruction.
The presence of a Collegial Environment within their schools was noted by 76
(26%) teachers. About 74 (25.4%) responding teachers assessed this factor as totally
absent. This indicated that they did not feel they had avenues to express their concerns
nor did they feel they were recognized for their worthwhile efforts. They also felt they
did not have influence in implementing policies for student discipline and were not
necessarily provided with time to collaborate with experienced teachers and attend school
related activities. One hundred forty two (48.6%) teachers were not fully convinced about
the presence of a Collegial Environment as evidenced by responses neither agreeing nor
disagreeing.
Professional Development was present in the views of 222 (76%) teachers. Only 8
(2.8%) teachers disagreed regarding the availability of opportunities to attend workshops
and conferences, get encouragement to receive formal advanced training, and follow a
guided and objective oriented goal. Sixty-two (21.2%) teachers remained neutral as to the
presence of professional development opportunities.
Only 96 (32.9%) teachers felt strongly about the presence of New Teacher
Support where teachers received tailored instructional guidelines from the administration,
had a lower class size than that of the experienced teachers, and had the advantage of the
informal presence of the school administrator. A total of 134 (45.9%) teachers neither
agreed nor disagreed indicating that they were uncertain as to whether new teachers
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received all the support they needed. An additional 62 (21.2%) teachers responded
negatively regarding the presence of support for new teachers.
The sixth factor, Teacher Empowerment, related to elements associated with
teacher input and involvement regarding student discipline, school budget, and sharing
knowledge in professional development sessions. Only 70 (24.1%) teachers agreed as to
the occurrence of this factor. Also, 122 (42.1%) teachers remained impartial to this issue
which could indicate that they were either not aware of this factor or it was completely
absent in their school. Approximately 98 (33.8%) teachers felt that there was no
provision to empower the teachers to make decisions regarding the school budget, student
discipline procedures, or to be allowed to present views in staff development sessions.
In summary, analysis of teacher responses indicated that teachers were confident
regarding the presence of the School Facility, Resources, and Professional Development
factors in their schools. The responses of more than 30% of the teachers indicated little
confidence in the presence of a Collegial Environment, New Teacher Support, and
Teacher Empowerment.

Research Question 2
To what extent do currently employed administrators agree that selected school
characteristics are present in their schools?
Administrators (14) were also queried as to the presence of the six school
characteristics factors in their schools. Their questions corresponded with the teachers’
questions regarding the factors, School Facility, Resources, Collegial Environment,
Professional Development, New Teacher Support, and Teacher Empowerment. A total of
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12 (100%) responding administrators strongly agreed or agreed that they were providing
adequate School Facilities to their teachers. A total of 10 (71.4%) administrators were in
agreement and 4 (28.6%) expressed neutrality pertaining to the provisions for a positive
Collegial Environment.
The entire population of administrators (14) strongly agreed or agreed that they
provided adequate Professional Development opportunities for teachers. Regarding New
Teacher Support, 10 (71.4%) administrators agreed and 4 (28.6%) neither agreed nor
disagreed as to the adequacy of providing for new teachers. All 14 (100%) of the
administrators agreed that teachers were provided with adequate Resources; however, 4
(28.6%) administrators agreed while 8(57.1%) neither agreed nor disagreed that Teacher
Empowerment was a factor contributing positively to their school’s environment.
Based on their responses, it would appear that administrators perceived that they
were providing adequate support for teachers in regard to the School Facility, Resources,
and Professional Development. The presence of factors such as New Teacher Support,
Collegial Atmosphere, and Teacher Empowerment was not as apparent as the other three
factors.

Research Question 3
What is the difference, if any, between the perceptions of administrators and
teachers regarding the presence of selected school characteristics in their schools?
An Independent t-test procedure was conducted to compare the means for the two
groups of teachers and administrators. If the significance value for the Levene test was
high (greater than 0.05), the results assumed equal variances for both groups. If the
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significance value for the Levene test was low, the results did not assume equal variances
for both groups of teachers and administrators. A low significance value for the t test
(less than 0.05) indicated that there was a significant difference between the two group
means.
The difference between the perceptions of teachers and administrators varied
significantly for all factors except School Facility. The School Facility factor included
questions that focused on teachers’ receiving adequate space to work productively,
having access to technology, and ability to effectively communicate through the use of
fax and e-mail. The data revealed that teachers and administrators were in agreement
regarding this factor.
There was a substantial discrepancy between the teachers’ and the administrators’
perceptions in the area of Collegial Environment with means differing by almost a point
between teachers (M = 3.00) and the administrators (M = 3.95). The various facets that
defined collegiality in the schools included assigning ample opportunity to collaborate
with experienced teachers, being rewarded for effectively carrying out the
responsibilities, having a platform for grievances or concerns, and being empowered to
influence discipline and budgetary decisions. In this area, according to the data, there was
disagreement between teachers and administrators. The same was true for the remaining
three factors where the perceptions of teachers were far different from those of
administrators. There was a statistically significant difference between the perceptions of
teachers (M = 3. 86) and administrators (M = 4.24) in relation to Professional
Development. The difference in perception between teachers (M = 2.98) and
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administrators (M = 3.46) for New Teacher Support varied by .48 points. Similarly, there
was a difference in the perception regarding Resources between teachers (M = 3.83) and
administrators (M = 4.36). The difference was significant for Teacher Empowerment
between teachers (M = 2.92) and administrators (M = 3.39). Overall, and based on the
data analyzed, administrators, more than teachers, were observed to have a higher level of
confidence regarding the presence of positive school characteristics factors in the schools.

Research Question 4
To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of selected school characteristics vary
based on teacher's (a) age; (b) gender; (c) education and (d) ethnicity?
The relationship between teacher perceptions of selected school characteristics
and gender was analyzed using the independent t-test procedure; and perceptions based
on age, education, and ethnicity were analyzed using the analysis of variance.
In the case of gender, there was no significance in perceptions for five of the six
factors. Perceptions of male teachers (M = 3.18) and female teachers (M = 2.95) varied
slightly regarding the collegiality aspect of the schools. The male teachers had a higher
opinion of the school’s Collegial Environment than did the female teachers. However,
there was no statistically significant difference between the male teachers and female
teachers regarding the perception of School Facility, Professional Development, New
Teacher Support, Resources, and Teacher Empowerment.
Based on the level of education, there was no statistically significant difference in
how teachers perceived the selected school characteristics. Although the mean for each
group differed slightly, it was not enough to be significant. Based on ethnicity, there were
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statistically significant differences for Professional Development and New Teacher
support. The perceptions of the Hispanics (M = 4.13), Asians (M = 4.00), African
Americans (M = 3:90), Caucasian (M = 3.75), and Other (M = 3.54) groups differed in
their views regarding the provision of Professional Development.
The data showed that the Hispanic group was more positive in regard to the
features of the Professional Development factor in comparison to the other groups. The
Caucasians’ mean rate of agreement was 3.75 (between neither agree nor disagree and
agree) and implied a neutral view of the presence of Professional Development. Teachers
classified as Other were not particularly appreciative of the staff development offerings
as their choice was almost the same as that of Caucasian teachers. The average response
of all the races ranged between 2.31 and 3.32 (where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 =
strongly agree). A statistically significant difference was identified in New Teacher
Support with rankings between disagree to neither agree nor disagree.
The perceptions of groups between 21-30 (M = 2.95), 31-40 (M = 2.92), 41-50
(M = 3.38), 51-60 (M = 3.20 ), and 61+ (M = 1.66 ) years of age differed significantly
regarding the provision of Collegial Environment. The perception regarding the
environment that was present in the current schools was highest for the age group
between 41and 50 years of age, although the mean rate was only 3:38. The age group of
teachers 61 years of age or more had a mean rate of only 1.66, indicating that group, in
large part, strongly disagreed or disagreed.
There was a statistically significant difference in the perceptions regarding
Professional Development between the age groups 21-30 (M = 3.91), 31-40 (M = 3.75),
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41-50 (M = 3.97), 51-60 (M = 3.83), and 61+ (M = 2.25). Again, the 41-50 age group had
the highest level of agreement and the teachers in the age group 61 years and older had
the lowest level of agreement regarding Professional Development as a selected school
characteristics factor. They presented the lowest level of conformity for five out of six
factors. They did, however, agree with the presence of School Facility” (M = 4.0). There
was no statistically significant difference for the factors, School Facility, New Teacher
Support, Resources, and Teacher Empowerment based on the age of the participants.

Research Question 5
What is the relationship, if any, between teachers' perceptions of selected school
characteristics and their intention to remain in the same school?
In order to answer this question, teachers were first asked about their intentions to
remain in the same school. Of the 276 who responded, a total of 188 (68.1%) indicated
that they would be returning the following year. In much smaller numbers, 42 (15.2%)
teachers indicated they would not return and 46 (16.7%) teachers were not sure. Those
teachers who were not returning were also requested to indicate their reasons. Reasons
most frequently cited for non return were: Fourteen (10.2%) teachers mentioned dislike
for assigned duties; 13 (9.5%) teachers expressed job related stress; 13 (8.8%) mentioned
lack of opportunity; 11 (8%) due to family reasons; and 10 (7.3%) teachers mentioned
relocation.
The regression analysis indicated that the factors, Professional Development and
New Teacher Support, were statistically significant predictors of a teacher’s intent to
continue in the same school. There was no statistically significant relationship between
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the other four factors (School Facility, Resources, Collegial Environment, Teacher
Empowerment) and the variable “intention to remain in the same school.”

Research Question 6
What is the relationship, if any, between teachers' perceptions of selected school
characteristics and their intention to remain in the teaching profession?
Of the 292 participants, 50 (23.4%) teachers expressed their interest in continuing
to teach until they had between 26 and 35 years of experience; however, 58 (27.1%)
teachers wanted to teach for no longer than 5 years. A total of 42 (19.6%) indicated they
anticipated teaching between 6 and 10 years, and 64 (29.9%) planned on teaching 11-25
years. This research question also addressed teachers’ overall satisfaction in the school of
their employment. Only 20 (7.9%) teachers were 100% satisfied in the overall school
experience. The highest satisfaction frequencies and percentages were observed between
70% and 90% with 170 (67.5%) of the teachers indicating that their levels of satisfaction
fell within this range.

Discussion
The present study was modeled after the Charlotte Advocates of Education (2004)
study of North Carolina teachers and school administrators. The results of that study,
therefore, were found to be particularly relevant and useful in the discussion of findings
for this study conducted in the Orange County Public Schools (OCPS). While the key
findings of the Charlotte study were related to working conditions, those working
conditions were grouped into larger factors in the OCPS study. In both, however, the
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views of administrators were more positive than those of teachers in regard to the
presence of working conditions or the six school characteristics factors. There was a
significant difference in the perception of working conditions between teachers and
administrators on every question. Similarly, there were differences in perceptions
between teachers and administrators for five of the six factors in this OCPS study.
Administrators’ views of working conditions were far more positive than those of
teachers.
In the Charlotte study (2004), responding teachers were particularly positive
about the areas where administrators were described as strong and supportive, held
teachers to high standards, and provided a strong shared vision for the schools. On the
other hand, respondents were less positive regarding principals’ efforts to minimize
concerns regarding leadership and disruptions due to student discipline. In the OCPS
study, only one fourth of the teachers felt strongly that they were empowered and shared
in decision making in their schools (Teacher Empowerment). In the Charlotte study,
educators were least positive about the availability of time to work on curriculum,
classroom management, and time to collaborate with colleagues to do their job well. In
this study, Collegial Environment addressed the issues of collaborating with experienced
teachers, receiving adequate time to carry out instruction, and recognition for their
efforts. In this study, it was recognized positively by one-fourth of all teachers as being
present in their school.
In the Charlotte study (2004), teachers’ views on facilities, resources,
empowerment, and professional development were mixed. Educators were positive about
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the cleanliness of their school, avenues for parent involvement and the provision of
professional development. Yet, they were less positive about their roles in decision
making, lack of access to clerical assistance and resources for instructional supplies,
resources for professional development, and the provision to various types of professional
learning. In the OCPS study, approximately three-fourths of all high school teacher
respondents perceived that Resources and Professional Development were adequate and
present in their schools. Over 80% perceived the School Facility as a factor that was
present in the school’s environment. The OCPS findings indicated a greater level of
satisfaction with the School Facility, Resources, and Professional Development than
existed for the remaining three factors of Collegial Environment, New Teacher Support,
and Teacher Empowerment.
In the Charlotte study (2004), the teachers and administrators expressed
differences of opinion in regard to working conditions. Principals were more satisfied
than teachers in every category. In this study of Orange County high school teachers and
administrators, a statistically significant difference was identified for every factor with
administrators having stronger perceptions than did teachers of the presence of the six
selected school characteristics factors.

Conclusions
1. School Facility, Resources, and Professional Development were the three
factors which were present and were strongest in contributing positively to
the school environment in Orange County high schools. Collegial
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Environment, New Teacher Support and Teacher Empowerment were factors
which contributed to a lesser degree.
2. Administrators, more than teachers, perceived positive school environment to
exist in their schools as evidenced by the statistically significant differences
identified for each of the six factors.
3. Male and female teachers, for the most part, did not differ in their perceptions
of school characteristics factors. Only in regard to Collegial Environment did
their views differ significantly. Teachers’ level of education revealed no
differences in views as to the existence of the six factors. Some significant
differences for ethnic groups were identified with regard to Professional
Development and New Teacher Support. Professional Development and
Collegial Environment revealed differences in perception for different age
groups.
4. It was concluded that teachers’ perceptions of Professional Development and
New Teacher Support were useful in predicting the intentions of teachers to
continue in the same school. Since teachers participating in this study had
between 1-4 years of experience in teaching, it was logical that these two
factors would be important considerations in decisions to continue in their
present school. There was no statistically significant relationship between the
other four factors (School Facility, Resources, Collegial Environment,
Teacher Empowerment) and teachers’ intention to remain in the same school.
Thus, they were not useful as predictor variables.
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5. Due to the numbers of teachers who did not plan to remain in teaching,
retention was an area of concern. Though approximately 25% of all
responding teachers indicated they intended to teach for more than 25 years,
thus making a long-term commitment to the profession, a similar number
intended to leave prior to completing five years and an additional 20 %
indicated planned departures prior to 10 years of service. Another indicator in
considering retention as an area of concern was the overall satisfaction
teachers expressed with their school. Though close to 10% of teachers
indicated a 100% satisfaction level, almost one-fourth expressed lower levels
(50% and lower) of job satisfaction in their current positions.

Implications and Recommendations for Practice
This study was conducted to investigate the perceptions of high school
administrators and teachers in the Orange County Public Schools in Florida regarding six
selected school characteristic factors and the extent to which these factors influenced
teachers’ intentions to remain in their current schools and in the profession. Findings
indicated that three of the factors, School Facility, Resources, and Professional
Development were present and strong in contributing positively to the school. It was
encouraging to determine that for the most part the physical facility and needed resources
were adequate and that professional development was in place and valued by school
personnel.
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In contrast to the perceived presence of these three factors, three other factors
were not so apparent. Teachers indicated that they did not experience a high level of
collegiality or a sense of empowerment in their positions, and new teachers did not
perceive that they were receiving needed support in their new roles. Improving
perceptions regarding these factors would appear to be worthy goals that could be
attained by administrators willing to invest time and energy in ways of working with
staff, sharing responsibilities and decision making authority and concentrating resources
where needed on new teachers.
It was also noteworthy that for all the factors, administrators, more than teachers,
perceived positively the presence of the six school characteristics factors in their schools.
It would be prudent for administrators to work toward narrowing the gap in perceptions.
Royal & Rossi (1999) suggested that experiencing a sense of community at work may
benefit teachers personally and advance their instructional efforts. Sense of community
was linked to teachers’ well being, enhancing their feelings of efficacy and satisfaction
with their work. Goodlad (1984) discussed working conditions and collegiality that
provided satisfaction with the assigned duties and involved teachers in problem solving,
thus influencing school wide decisions. Though high schools have traditionally been
structured to foster independence through department structures and the diversity of
school schedules, teachers’ working conditions could be enhanced by fostering an
atmosphere of collegiality, shared decision making and administrative support.
Given the number of teachers that will be needed in the future, it is clear that any
efforts to retain a core of experienced teachers and provide support for new teachers is a
113

worthy investment in a district’s future. Merrow (1999) stated that 30% of beginning
teachers leave the teaching field within five years. Teachers in this study who expressed
their dismay at the lack of administrative support are the teachers who wanted to leave
within 0-5 years. Teachers who did not receive support often experienced a sense of
isolation (Ruenzel, 1998) and were inclined to consider leaving the profession. This study
revealed findings similar to those of Viadero (2003) in regard to the climate of schools
and teacher turnover, whereby teachers expressed frustration at the lack of a proper
beginning teacher orientation and supportive guidelines.
Along with New Teacher Support, teachers’ perceptions of Professional
Development were determined to be useful in predicting the intentions of teachers to
continue teaching in their schools. The development of staff and the opportunity to grow
professionally is important for all teachers. Darling-Hammond (1997) has discussed the
complexities of public secondary schools as large organizations with diverse populations
and needs. In states such as Florida, the unprecedented student growth along with smaller
class size mandate and the constraints of No Child Left Behind legislation have exerted
tremendous pressures on administrators and teachers. Although great efforts have been
made by states and universities to train and certify only the best teachers, public schools
have experienced shortages of teachers and have continued to hire underprepared
teachers. Since it does not appear likely that this circumstance will improve, it is
imperative that energy be directed not only at hiring highly qualified teachers, but also to
fostering a culture of support that will retain those teachers in their respective schools.
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These findings raise an important issue for high schools in Orange County and
across the state. Administrators are encouraged to reexamine the structures they have in
place in their schools and to make appropriate changes that support both new and
experienced teachers and work toward building an environment where teachers thrive and
look forward to rewarding careers. Since factors “New Teacher Support” and
“Professional Development” were good predictors for teachers’ intentions to continue in
the teaching profession, it would be worthwhile to invest resources in building a strong
foundation for new teachers and providing appropriate training. The administrators who
create this collaborative environment with their teachers will create conditions that will
encourage growth and development of teachers and a desire to remain in the profession.

Recommendations for Further Research
Based on the summary of findings and conclusions, as well as the review of
related literature and research, the following recommendations for further study are
offered.
1. The literature review, as well as the findings in this study, revealed a lack of
research regarding discrepancies in administrator and teacher perceptions
regarding the existence of a positive school culture. The importance of
common understanding of both groups regarding administrative strategies
used and how teacher morale is impacted is a topic for future research.
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2. This study could be replicated to include all high school teachers of Orange
County in determining the presence of the selected school characteristic
factors.
3. This survey could be modified for use with a group of teachers who have left
the teaching profession to determine the reasons for their departure.
4. This survey might be modified for use as an on-line instrument in order to
obtain the perceptions of the broader teaching population throughout Florida.
5. A follow-up longitudinal study could be conducted to further validate the
findings of this research and to investigate the individual factors as the
teachers continue their teaching career.
6. Six school characteristics factors comprising the school’s culture served as
the basis for this study. Consideration should be given to investigating other
factors or constraints imposed on teachers that may affect their perceptions of
their school such as restricted curriculum input, ESOL (English Speakers of
Other Languages) certification requirements and No Child Left Behind.
7. Conduct a more detailed study of administrator perceptions involving a larger
and more diverse group of administrators so that the views of administrators
who served as classroom teachers for a longer period of time versus those
who became administrators early in their careers could be examined for
differences.
8. Salary has been central to the career decisions of many young individuals.
Further research could be conducted into the impact of higher teacher salaries
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as salary relates to the willingness of new graduates to join and remain in the
teaching field.
9. A similar study could be conducted in private schools to determine the
differences in culture and teachers’ career decisions.
10. A study could be conducted in selected elementary schools in the Orange
County Public Schools to determine the extent to which elementary teachers’
and administrators’ responses were similar to those of their secondary
counterparts.
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APPENDIX A
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS SURVEY FOR HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS
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4

5

6
7
8

9

10

11

12

13

Not Applicable

Agree

3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

2

Disagree

1

Strongly
Disagree

Directions: The following questions reflect
issues at your current school. Please circle one
answer for each statement below based on your
agreement.

Strongly Agree

School Characteristics Survey for High School Teachers

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

Your school administrator has special orientation
for new teachers prior to the opening of school.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

New teachers in your school have a different class
size or work load than the experienced teachers.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

START HERE:
You have a reasonable class size that allows you
time to meet the educational needs of all students.
You have time that is set aside specifically to
collaborate with experienced teachers.
Your school administrator informally visits
classrooms of new teachers.
You are given adequate time to grade papers,
attend parent conferences, and attend schoolrelated activities.
Your school administrator creates goals,
objectives, and priorities for school and actively
maintains urgency in meeting them.
You are provided with an avenue to express your
concerns and their solutions.
You are provided with ways to be recognized for a
“job well done” – both formally and informally.
You are provided with opportunities to visit other
classrooms both within school and at other
schools.
You are provided with opportunities to attend
workshops,conferences, etc. – in addition to the
ones required by district.
You are encouraged to be actively involved in
formal advanced training.

Your school administrator personally provides
one-on-one guidance and assistance to teachers
enabling them to improve instruction and student
learning.
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Neither Agree nor
Disagree
Agree

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

You are allowed to assist in determining contents
of the in-service training.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

You have a role in deciding how the school budget
will be spent.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

Continue here
14

15

16

17

18

You have adequate professional space to
work productively.
You have the opportunity to communicate
effectively with the school personnel, and parents
using the phone, fax, and e-mail.
You have technology (such as computers,
projectors, and TV/VCR) available to you to
facilitate instruction.
Your school administrator makes every effort to
respond to your concern regarding facility and
resources.
You have access to educational support personnel,
including tutors, counselors, and social workers.

19

Your school is clean and well maintained.

20

Overall, you feel your school provides adequate
facilities and resources to do a good job in
teaching students.
You are allowed to implement policies for student
discipline.

21

22

23

24

25

A sustained effort is made in the school to
empower teachers and parents and other
stakeholders.
Your are provided with the opportunities to share
your knowledge in mini professional development
sessions.
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Not Applicable

Disagree

1

Directions: The following questions reflect
issues at your current school. Please circle one
answer for each statement below based on
your agreement.

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

School Characteristics Survey for High School Teachers

School Characteristics Survey for High School Teachers
CONTINUE HERE:

Please answer the following questions
in the space provided.
26. How long have you been teaching?

______________years.

27. How long have you been teaching in
this school?

______________ years.

.28. What subject (s) do you teach ?Subject
do you teach
29. Do you plan to teach in this school next
year? (circle one please)
30. If you answered “No” to question # 29
and your separation is voluntary
(resignation), please indicate the reason(s)
by checking as many boxes that fits your
situation.

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Inadequate salary
Relocation
Retirement
Lack of opportunity for
advancement
Dissatisfaction with supervisor

_----__--_________________________________________
Yes

No

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Not sure

Resignation in lieu of involuntary
termination
Family/personal reasons
Return to continuing education
Inadequate benefits
Job related stress
Not applicable/Not a voluntary separation
Other, Specify
please________________________

End of temporary assignment

Dislike/unsuitability for assigned
duties
31. Number of years you plan to remain in
teaching.

______________________ year/years

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
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School Characteristics Survey for High School Teachers
CONTINUE HERE:
32. What is your highest level of
education?
(circle one please)

Bachelors

33. What is your age? (circle one please)

21-30

34. What is your ethnicity? ( circle one
please)

Masters

31-40

Specialist

41-50

51-60

Doctorate

61+

African American
Asian
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other: _________

35. What is your gender ? (circle please)

Male

Female

36. Rate your overall satisfaction with your school by circling one number below.
No
Average
High
satisfaction
satisfaction
satisfaction
_______________________________________________________________________________
0% 10% 20% 30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
Please share any additional comments you have in the box provided.
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APPENDIX B
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS SURVEY FOR ADMINISTRATORS
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You informally visit classrooms of new teachers.

4

The teachers at your school have adequate time
to grade papers, attend parent conferences, and
attend school-related activities.
You create goals, objectives, and priorities for
your school and actively maintain urgency in
meeting them.
The teachers at your school are provided with an
avenue to express their concerns and their
solutions.
The teachers at your school are recognized for a
“job well done” – both formally and informally.

5

6

7

8

9

10

11
12
13

The teachers at your school are provided with
opportunity to visit other classrooms both within
school and at other schools.
The teachers at your school are provided with
opportunity to attend workshops,conferences, etc.
– in addition to the ones required by district.
The teachers at your school are actively
encouraged to be involved in formal advanced
training.
New teachers at your school are provided with a
special orientation prior to the opening of school.
New teachers in your school have a different class
size (or workload) than the experienced teachers.
The teachers at your school are provided with
personal one-on-one guidance and assistance
from an administrator enabling them to improve
instruction and student learning.
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Not Applicable

Agree

3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

2

START HERE:
The teachers at your school are provided with a
reasonable class size that allows them time to
meet the educational needs of all students.
The teachers at your school are provided time to
specifically collaborate with experienced teachers.

Disagree

1

Strongly
Disagree

Directions: The following questions reflect
issues at your current school. Please circle one
answer for each statement below based on your
agreement.

Strongly Agree

School Characteristics Survey for School Administrators

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

2

3

4

5

N/A

1
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Neither Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

14

2

3

4

5

N/A

15

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

16

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

17

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

18

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

19

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

20

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

21

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

22

The teachers at your school are allowed to assist
in determining contents of the in-service training.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

23

The teachers at your school play a role in deciding
how the school budget will be spent.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

24

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

25

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

The teachers at your school are provided with
adequate professional space to work productively.
The teachers at your school are provided with the
opportunity to communicate effectively with the
school personnel, and parents using the phone,
fax, and e-mail.
The teachers are provided with technology (such
as computers, projectors, and TV/VCR) to facilitate
instruction.
You make every effort to respond to teacher
concern regarding facility and resources.
The teachers at your school have access to
educational support personnel, including tutors,
counselors, and social workers.
The school is clean and well maintained.
Overall, you feel the school provides adequate
facilities and resources for teachers to do a good
job in teaching students.
The teachers at your school are allowed to
implement policies for student discipline.

A sustained effort is made in the school to
empower teachers and parents and other
stakeholders.
You provide the teachers the opportunity to share
their knowledge in mini professional development
sessions.
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Not Applicable

Disagree

1

CONTINUE HERE:

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

Directions: The following questions reflect issues
at your current school. Please circle one answer
for each statement below based on your
agreement.

School Characteristics Survey for School Administrators
CONTINUE HERE:

Please answer the following questions
in the space provided.
26. How long have you been a school
administrator?
27. How long have you been the school
administrator at the current school?
28. How many teachers were at this school
last year ?
29. How many teachers left the school last
year?
30. Did your school lose the total number of
teachers because of the loss of students?
31. Add the number of teacher(s) who left the
school last year for each of the reasons.
____ Inadequate salary
____ Lack of opportunity for
advancement
____ Relocation
____ Retirement
____ Dislike/unsuitability for assigned
duties
____ End of temporary assignment

______________ years.
______________ years.
_________________
_________________
Yes ______

____ Family/personal reasons
____ Return to continuing education
____ Job related stress
____ Resignation in lieu of involuntary
termination.
____ Dissatisfied with supervisor
____
____

34. What is your ethnicity? ( circle one
please)

Inadequate benefits
Other, please specify ______________

________________________

32. What is your highest level of education?
(circle one please)
33. What is your age? (circle one please)

No _______

Masters
21-30

31-40

Specialist
41-50

Doctorate
51-60

African American
Asian
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other: _________

35. What is your gender? (circle please)

Male

126

Female

61+

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
Please share any additional comments you have in the box provided.
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APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE EVALUATION CHECKLIST
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Questionnaire Evaluation Checklist
Directions: Please answer the attached questionnaire School characteristics survey for
teachers/principals. After you complete the questionnaire, please respond to the following
questions.Your comments and suggestions are very valuable for this research.
Appearance of the questionnaire
1. Is it easy to read? ____________________
2. Is the spacing adequate?_________________________
3. Do you think the title of the questionnaire is appropriate?
___________________________________________________________
4. Did the questionnaire take you more than 15 minutes? If so, how long did it take?
___________________________________________________________
5. Were the questions easy to comprehend? If not, which question?
_______________________________________________________________
Cover letter of the questionnaire
1. Did you understand the purpose of the survey? ______________________
2. Did you understand the importance of the survey? _____________________
3. Did you feel motivated to respond to the survey? ____________________
4. Did you feel comfortable with the process of filling out the survey? ______
5. Did you understand what to do with the completed questionnaire? _______
6. Did the introduction address the issue of confidentiality? ___________
Please share any additional comments and suggestions you have in the box provided.
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INITIAL CONTACT LETTER
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April 5, 2005
Dear Educator,
A few days from now you will receive a packet of questionnaires to be filled out by
you. These are to be used for an important research project conducted by the researcher
as a doctoral student at University of Central Florida. The purpose of this research is to
collect data on the leadership strategies of your school leader. The results of the survey
will be used to assist Principals and Assistant Principals to be more aware of the teachers’
perception in providing a favorable working condition.
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. With the generous
assistance from qualified educators like you, this study would be possible.
Sincerely,
Jhunu Mohapatra
Doctoral student
University of Central Florida
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APPENDIX E
HIGH SCHOOL TEACHER COVER LETTER
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April 29, 2005
Dear Educator,
As a doctoral student at University of Central Florida, I am requesting your help in filling
out this survey for my dissertation research project.
My research indicates that according to Florida Department of Education (2003), 39.5%
of the teachers leave teaching in the early years of their careers. Also, leadership strategies used
by the school administrators play a vital role in teachers’ job satisfaction and retention. The
purpose of this study is to comprehend the leadership strategies used at this school and how it
affects the decision of teachers who have been there for less than 3 years to remain in this school.
The answers received will be completely confidential and will be utilized only as
summaries in which no answers can be identified. When I receive your response survey back,
your name will be deleted from my list leaving only your status. Although this survey is
voluntary, I earnestly count on your help to take few minutes of your class time to share with us
the experiences you receive in your school. If you prefer not to respond to the survey please let
me know by returning the blank survey in the enclosed envelope.
The results of this survey will be provided to you at your request. There are no direct
benefits or compensations to participants.
If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please don’t hesitate to
contact me at 407-657-6423 or write to me at mohapaj@ocps.net. You also may contact my
faculty supervisor, Dr. George Pawlas, at 407-823-1472. Questions or concerns about research
participant’s rights may be directed to the UCFIRB Office, University of Central Florida Office
of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, Fl 32826. The
phone number is (407) 823-2901. I realize this survey will take ten to twelve minutes of your
valuable time, but the result will be very useful to provide a better organizational structure for
high school teachers. I have enclosed a self-addressed envelope in which to return the survey. To
be useful, your survey must be returned by May 27 , 2005.

Thank you very much for helping with this important study.
Sincerely,
Jhunu Mohapatra
Doctoral student
University of Central Florida
P.S. Your participation in this survey is voluntary, but your response will be highly appreciated
for this research. If you are not a classroom teacher or you do not intend to take part in this study,
please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.
__________________ I have read the procedure described above.
__________________ I voluntarily agree to participate in the procedure.
________I would like to receive a copy of the procedure described above.
________I would not like to receive a copy of the procedure described above.
______________________________________________/_______________________
Participant
Date
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April 12, 2005
Dear Administrator,
As a doctoral student at University of Central Florida, I am requesting your help in
filling out this survey for my dissertation research project.
My research indicates that according to Florida Department of Education (2003), 39.5%
of the teachers leave teaching in the early years of their careers. Also, leadership strategies used
by the school administrators play a vital role in teachers’ job satisfaction and retention. The
purpose of this study is to comprehend the leadership strategies used at this school and how it
affects the decision of teachers who have been there for less than 3 years to remain in this school.
The answers received will be completely confidential and will be utilized only as
summaries in which no answers can be identified. When I receive your response back, your name
will be deleted from my list leaving only your status. Although this survey is voluntary, I
earnestly count on your help to take few minutes of your time to share with us the experiences
you provide in your school. If you prefer not to respond to the survey please let me know by
returning the blank survey in the enclosed envelope.
The results of this survey will be provided to you at your request. There are no direct
benefits or compensations to participants.
If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please don’t hesitate to
contact me at 407-657-6423 or write to me at mohapaj@ocps.net. You also may contact my
faculty supervisor, Dr. George Pawlas, at 407-823-1472. Questions or concerns about research
participant’s rights may be directed to the UCFIRB Office, University of Central Florida Office
of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, Fl 32826. The
phone number is (407) 823-2901. I realize this survey will take ten to twelve minutes of your
valuable time, but the result will be very useful to provide a better organizational structure for
high school teachers. I have enclosed a self-addressed envelope in which to return the survey. To
be useful, your survey must be returned by May 27 , 2005.

Thank you very much for helping with this important study.
Sincerely,
Jhunu Mohapatra
Doctoral student
University of Central Florida
P.S. Your participation in this survey is voluntary, but your response will be highly appreciated
for this research. If you are not an administrator or you do not intend to take part in this study,
please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.
__________________ I have read the procedure described above.
__________________ I voluntarily agree to participate in the procedure.
________ I would like to receive a copy of the procedure described above.
________ I would not like to receive a copy of the procedure described above.
______________________________________________/_______________________

Participant

Date
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May 10, 2005
Dear Educator,
Last week, sets of questionnaires were sent to you to be filled out by you. This was
in reference to a study being conducted for a doctoral research from the University of
Central Florida, which focuses on various leadership strategies used by your
administrator.
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaires to me, my sincere
thanks to you. If not, please do so today. With your help, we can gain valuable
knowledge on providing an ideal organizational structure and how it can help other
teachers and administrators.
If you did not receive the questionnaires or they are misplaced, please do not
hesitate to call me at 407-657-6423 or e-mail at mohapaj@ocps.net and I will send
another set to you today.
Thank you very much for your time.
Sincerely,

Jhunu Mohapatra
Doctoral student
University of Central Florida

137

APPENDIX H
FOURTH TEACHER CONTACT LETTER

138

May 16, 2005
Dear Educator,
I sent you a set of questionnaires about 3 weeks ago to be filled out by you. To the
best of my knowledge, those have not yet been returned. Dear Educator, your response is
of utmost importance for this study of leadership strategies and how it affects teacher
retention.
Other teachers I have heard from are stating various types of perceptions they have
of their organization. It is comforting to learn about the active interaction that goes on in
the schools. I am writing again to emphasize how valuable this information is to assist
teachers who are committed to teaching and would continue to teach.
For your assurance, your name will remain strictly confidential. Only the summary
of your response will be revealed for analyzing the data. I am including a new set of
questionnaires in case you have misplaced the previous ones inadvertently.
If for any reason you choose not to take part in this survey, kindly return the blank
questionnaires in the enclosed envelope. Thank you very much for a prompt response.

Sincerely,
Jhunu Mohapatra
Doctoral student
University of Central Florida
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May 23, 2005
Dear Educator,
You must have received several mailings regarding a research study on leadership
strategies of your school administrator. The objective of this research is to study the
leadership strategies used by your site administrator in creating an organizational
structure. This study would serve as an important guideline for the administrators to
retain teachers in their schools.
I am at the final stage of compiling all the data in order to summarize the finding.
You are getting this letter again so that you may not miss the opportunity to add your
input, which is very important to this study. The survey results are a vital part of this
research that would make the conclusion more accurate and precise. However, your
participation in this survey is completely voluntary. If for any reason your prefer not to
participate in this study, kindly return the blank questionnaires with a note.
Finally, I want to express my deep gratitude for your part in this survey as I come
to the conclusion of this study of teacher experiences in the school and the part an
administrator plays in providing it.
Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Jhunu Mohapatra
Doctoral student
University of Central Florida
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RELIABILITY ANALYSIS SCALE (ALPHA)
Item-total Statistics
Item-total
Statistics

Mean if item
deleted

Scale variance
if item deleted

Scale itemtotal
correlation

FACILITY
COLLEGIA
PROFDEV
NTS
RESOURCE
TE

16.7023
17.7593
16.9221
17.8037
16.9485
17.8580

8.7781
7.5586
8.0829
8.0172
7.8849
7.8374

.4275
.6581
.6244
.4865
.5923
.4654

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha = .7865

Corrected
squared
multiple
correlation
.3065
.4673
.4204
.2811
.4127
.2431

6 items

Standardized item alpha = .7915
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Alpha if item
deleted
.7781
.7237
.7363
.7673
.7408
.7761

APPENDIX M
CHARLOTTE ADVOCATES FOR EDUCATION PERMISSION

148

149

LIST OF REFERENCES
Achilles, C. M. (2003). How class size makes a difference: What the research says. The impact
of class size reduction. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 475012)
Angelides, P., & Ainscow, M. (2000). Making sense of the role of culture in school
improvement. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 11, 145-163.
Argyris, C. (1964). Integrating the individual and the organization. New York: John Wiley.
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy and the exercise of control. New York: W.H. Freeman.
Barnard, C. L. (1938). Functions of the executive. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Barth, R. (1990). Improving schools from within. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.
Bass, B. M. (1981). Stogdill’s handbook of leadership: A survey of theory and research. New
York: Free-Press.
Bass, B. M. (1990) Bass & Stogdill’s handbook of leadership: Theory, research and managerial
application, (3rd ed.). New York: Free-Press.
Beckett, J. A., & Flanigan, J. L. (1992). Teacher Empowerment as perceived by South Carolina
teachers and principals. Retrieved on July 17, 2005 from
http://www.hehd.clemson.edu/SRCEA/YrBkv1n1/Beckett.htm
Bennis, W. G., & Nanus, B. (1985). Leaders: Strategies for taking charge. New York: Harper
Collins.
Berger, A. (1995). Cultural criticism. London: Rutledge.
Billingsley, B.S. (1993). Teacher retention and attrition in special and general education: A
critical review of literature. Journal of Special Education, 27(2), 137-174.
Blake, R., & Mouton, J. S. (1969). Building a dynamic corporation through grid organization
development. Reading, MA: Addison Wesley.
Blase, J., & Blase, J. (1997). The fire is back! Principals sharing school governance. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Corwin Press..
Blase, J, & Blase J. (2001). Empowering Teachers: What successful principals do (2nd ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

150

Blase, J., & Kirby, P.C. (2000). Bringing out the best in teachers: What effective principals do
(2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (1997). Reframing organizations: Artistry, choice and leadership.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Boyer, E. L. (1983). High School: A report on secondary education in America. New York:
Harper and Row.
Carter, S. B. (1989). Incentives and rewards to teaching. In D. Warren (Ed.), American teachers:
Histories of a profession at work (pp. 49-65). New York: Macmillan.
Chaika, G. (2000). The teacher shortage: Apply please. Education World. Retrieved March 10,
2004, from http://www.education-world.com/a_admin/admin155.shtml
Charlotte Advocates for Education (February, 2004). Role of principal leadership in increasing
teacher retention: Creating a supportive environment, executive summary. [Electronic
version]. Charlotte, North Carolina. 37-42.
Clifford, D. K., & Cavanagh, R. E. (1985). The winning performance. New York: Bantam
Books.
CNN Report (2003), Report : Teacher retention biggest school woe. Retrieved February 19, from
http:// www.cnn.com/2003/EDUCATION/01/29/teacher.shortage.ap
Collins, J. C., & Porras, J. I. (1994). Built to last: Successful habits of visionary companies. New
York: Harper Business.
Conger, J. A. (1989). The Charismatic Leader: Behind the mystique of exceptional leadership.
San-Fransisco: Jossey-Bass.
Cook, C. J., & Fine, C. (1997). Critical issue: Evaluating professional growth and development.
Retrieved on August 20, 2005 from
http://www.ncrel.org/sdrs/areas/issues/educatrs/profdevl/pd500.htm
Cunningham, W. G., & Gresso, D. W. (1993). Cultural leadership: The culture of excellence in
education. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Corcoran, T. B. (1995). Helping teachers teach well: Transforming professional development.
CPRE Policy Briefs. Retrieved on August 18, 2005 from
http://www.ed.gov/pubs/CPRE/t61/index.html

151

Damron, D., & Shanklin, M. (2004). A statewide shortage has led districts to hire more
candidates without traditional qualifications. Orlando Sentinel, published on April 18,
2004. [Electronic copy] Retrieved on August 17, 2005 from http://www.teachnow.org/newsdisp.cfm?newsid=17
Darling-Hammond, L. (1996). What matters most: A competent teacher for every child. Phi
Delta Kappa, 78, 2
Darling-Hammond, L. (1997a). Doing what matters most: Investing in quality teaching. New
York: National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future.
Daring-Hammond, L. (1997b). The right to learn: A blueprint for creating schools that work.
San-Fransisco: Jossey-Bass.
Darling-Hammond, L. (2003). Keeping good teachers: why it matters, what leaders can do.
[Electronic Copy]. Educational Leadership, 60(8).
Deal, T., & Kennedy, A. (1982). Corporate cultures. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.
Delgado, M. (1999). Lifesaving 101: How a veteran teacher can help a beginner. Educational
Leadership, 56 (8), 27-29.
Deluzuriaga, T. (2005). Schools scramble to find teachers. Orlando Sentinel, published August
21, B1, B4.
Dillman, D. A. (2000). Mail and internet surveys: The tailored design method. New York: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Donaldson, Jr, G. A. (2001). Cultivating leadership in schools: Connecting people, purpose, and
practice. New York: Teachers College Press.
Dove, M. K. (2004). Teacher attrition : A critical American and international education issue.
The Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin, 71(1), 8-14.
Drake, T. L., & Roe, W. H. (1999). The principalship (5th Ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.
Dworkin, A. G. (1987). Teacher burnout in the public schools: Structured causes and
consequences for children. Albany: State University of New York Press.
Education World. (2000). The teacher shortage: Apply please. Retrieved March 10, 2004, from
http://www.educationworld.com/a_admin/admin155.shtml

152

Edwards, M. M. (1991). Building conditions, parental involvement, and student achievement in
the D.C. public school system. Master's Thesis, Georgetown University, May 1991.
(ERIC Document reproduction service No.338743)
Fine, C., & Raack, L. (1994). Overview, Professional development: Changing times. Policy
Briefs, Report 4. Oak Brook, IL: North Central Regional Educational Laboratory.
Retrieved on August 18, 2005 from
http://www.ncrel.org/sdrs/areas/issues/envrnmnt/go/94-4over.htm
Fiore, D. J., & Whitaker, T. (2005). Six types of teachers, Recruiting, retaining and mentoring
the best. Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education.
Florida Department of Education (2003). New hires in Florida public schools: Fall 1992 through
fall 2002. Retrieved April 23, 2005, from http://info.fldoe.org/dscgi/ds.py/Get/file1568/newhire.pdf
Florida Department of Education (2005). Exit interview questionnaire for classroom teachers.
Retrieved February 27, 2005 from
http://info.fldoe.org/dscgi/ds.py/Get/File1563/0304.pdf
Frazier, L. M. (1993). Deteriorating school facilities and student learning. Retrieved on July 20,
2005 from http://cepm.uoregon.edu/publications/digests/digest082.html
Fullan, M. (1993). Change forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. New York: Falmer
Press.
Gardner, J.W. (1987). The Moral aspects of leadership. Washington D.C.: Independent Sector.
Goldberg, P., & Proctor, K. (2000). A survey on teacher recruitment and retention. Teacher
voices. Retrieved February 20, 2004, from ://teacher.scholastic.com/professional/
teachertoteacher/ttt/voices-part-1.pdf
Goodlad, J. (1984). A place called school: Prospects for the future. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Gordon, S.P. (1991). How to help beginning teachers succeed. Alexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Hansen, S. J. (1992). Schoolhouse in the red. A guidebook for cutting our losses. Powerful
recommendations for improving America's school facilities. Arlington, VA: American
Association of School Administrators.
Harris, D.N. (April, 2004). Putting a High-quality Teacher in Every Florida Classroom. Policy
Brief. Education Policy Research Unit (EPRU), Education Policy Studies Laboratory ,
College of Education, Division of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies.
153

Haynes, N. M., Emmons, C., & Ben-Avie, M. (1997). School climate as a factor in student
adjustment and achievement. The Journal of Educational and Psychological
Consultation, 8, 321-329.
Herzberg, F. (1975). One more time: How do you motivate employees? Business classics: Fifteen
key concepts for managerial success. Cambridge: MA.
Hoy, W. K., & Sabo, D. J. (1998). Quality middle schools: Open and healthy. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.
Hoy, W. K., Tarter, C. J., & Kottkamp, R. B. (1991). Open schools/healthy schools: Measuring
organizational climate. Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Hunt, D. W. (1968). Teacher induction: an opportunity and a responsibility. NASSP Bulletin,
132-134.
Hunt, J. B., & Carrol, T. G. (2003). A Report: No dream denied, a pledge to America’s children.
Washington, DC: National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future.
Ingersoll, R. (2001a). A different approach to solving the teacher shortage problem. Center for
the Study of Teaching Policy. Retrieved November 10, 2004, from
http://www.edpolicy.org/perspectives/archives/v2n2.pdf
Ingersoll, R. (2001b). Teacher shortages: Myth or reality: imbalance of teacher supply and
demand requires fresh look at school characteristics and organizational conditions.
Retrieved February 17, 2004, from
http://www.aera.net/communications/news/011210.htm
Ingersoll, R. (2001c). Teacher turnover and teacher shortages: An organizational analysis.
American Education Research Journal, 38, 499-534.
Keedy, J. L., & Achilles, C. M. (1984). Principal norm setting as a component of effective
schools. The role of the principal, Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa Center on
Evaluation, Development, and Research, 35-45.
Keller, B. (2003, April 30). Questions of teacher turnover sparks research interest. Education
Week, 22(33), 8.
Kim, I., & Loadman, W. (1994), Predicting teacher job satisfaction. Columbus, OH: Ohio State
University.
Kliebard, H. M. (1986). The struggle for the American curriculum: 1893-1958. New York:
Routledge.
Knezevich, S .J. (1975). Administration of public education. New York: Harper and Row.
154

Kotter, J. P. (1988). The leadership factor. New York: Free Press.
Lashway, L. (1996). The strategies of a leader. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED
406 718)
Leithwood. K., & Menzies, T. (1998). Forms and effects of school-based management: A
review. Educational Policy, 12(3), 325-346.
Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (1992). Teachers: Their world and their work: Implications for
school improvement. New York: Teachers College Press.
Manasse, A. L. (1982). Effective principals: Effective at what? Principal, 10-15.
March, J., & Simon, H. (1958). Organizations. New York: John Wiley.
Mayo, E. (1945). The Social Problems of an Industrial Civilization. Boston: Division of
Research, Harvard Business School.
McDiarmid, G.W. (1995). Realizing new learning for all students: A framework for the
professional development of Kentucky teachers. East Lansing, MI: National Center for
Research on Teacher Learning.
Melenyzer, B. J. (1990). Teacher empowerment: The discourse, meanings, and social actions of
teachers. Paper presented at the annual conference of the National Council of States on
Inservice Education, Orlando, FL.
Merrow, J. (1999, October 6). The teacher shortage: Wrong diagnosis, phony curves [Electronic
Version]. Education Week, 19(06), 48, 64
Mitchell, D. E. (1968). Migrant angels: Why teachers quit the Schools. Palo Alto, CA:
Mont, D., & Rees. D. (1996). The influence of classroom characteristics on high school teacher
turnover. Economic Inquiry, 35(1), 52.
Murphy. J., & Beck, L. G. (1995). School-based management as school reform: Taking stock.
Thousand Oaks, CA.
Nakib, Y. A. (1996). Beyond district-level expenditures: Schooling, resource allocation and use
in Florida. In Picus, L. O., & Wattenbarger J. L (Eds.). Where does the money go? (pp.
85-105). American Education Finance Association. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
National Center for Educational Statistics (1998). Retrieved May 2005 from
http://nces.ed.gov/quicktables/index.asp
155

O’Shea, D.J., & O’Shea, L.J. (1997). Collaboration and school reform: A twenty-first century
perspective. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 30(4), 449-462.
Payzant, T. W., & Gardner, M. (1994). Changing roles and responsibilities in a restructuring
school district. NASSP Bulletin, 78(560), 8- 17.
Picus, L. O., & Fazal, M. B. (1996). Why do we need to know what money buys? Research on
resource allocation patterns in elementary and secondary schools. In Picus, L. O., &
Wattenbarger J. L (Eds.). Where does the money go? (pp. 1-19). American Education
Finance Association, Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Podsen, I.J. (2002). Teacher retention: what is your weakest link? Larchmont, NY: Eye on
Education.
Priore, T. (2003). Certification program turns professionals to teachers: Fast-track courses create
new careers in unstable economy. Published: Wednesday, July 9, 2003.
Purnell, S., & Hill, P. (1992). Time for reform. Santa Monica, CA: Rand.
Quality Counts 2000: Who should teach ? The states decide.[Electronic Version]. Education
Week. 19(18), 8-9.
Raywid, M. (1993). Finding time for collaboration. Educational Leadership, 51(1), 30-34.
Reitzug, U.C. (1994). A case study of empowering principal behavior. American Educational
Research Journal, 31(2), 283-307.
Rhodes, C. (2001). Resource management for schools, A handbook for staff development
activities. London WCIN 3JZ: David Fulton, Ormond House.
Richin, R., Banyon, R., Stein, R. P., & Banyon, F. (2003). Induction: Connecting teacher
recruitment to retention. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Royal, M., & Rossi, R. J. (1999). Predictors of within-school differences in teachers’ sense of
community (Electronic Version). The Journal of Educational Research, 92, 1.
Ruenzel, D. (1998, September 16). War of attrition. Education Week, 18(2), 32-37.
Rury, J. L. (1989). Who became teachers? The social characteristics of teachers in American
history. In D. Warren (Ed.). American teachers: Histories of a profession at work (pp. 948). New York: Macmillan.

156

Schneider, M. (2003). Facilities and teaching: Teachers in Chicago and Washington, D.C.
assess how well school buildings support teaching. Retrieved June 5, 2005, from
http://www.21csf.org/csfhome/Documents/Teacher_Survey/SCHOOL_FACS_AND_TE
ACHING.pdf
Sergiovanni, T. I. (1994). Building community in schools. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Seyfarth, J. T. (2002). Human resources management for effective schools. Boston, MA: Allyn
& Bacon.
Shann, M. (1998). Professional commitment and satisfaction among teachers in urban middle
schools. The Journal of Educational Research, 92(2), 67.
Shen, J. (1997). Teacher retention and attrition in public schools: Evidence from SASS91. The
Journal of Educational Research, 91(2), 81
Snyder, J. (2000). The teacher shortage: Apply please. Education World. Retrieved March 10,
2004, from http://www.educationworld.com/a_admin/admin155.shtml
SPSS. (2003). Statistical package for social sciences for windows, Version 11.0 [computer
program]. Chicago, IL: SPSS Inc.
Stevens, F.J. (1986). A study of the instructional leadership role of the middle school principal.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation , Saint Louis University, Ann Arbour, Michigan.
Summers, A. A., & Johnson, A. W. (1996). The effects of school-based management plans. In
E.A. Hanushek & D. W. Jorgensen (Eds), Improving America’s schools: The role of
incentives (pp. 75-96). Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
Tennessee Tomorrow, Inc. (2002). Why are new teachers leaving the classroom: An analysis of
teacher attrition in Tennessee. Retrieved March 10, 2004, from www.tntomorrow.org
The National Center for Educational Statistics (1998). Retrieved April, 24, 2005 from
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs99/1999036.pdf
The Recruitment and Retention Project (2004). Teaching Research Division, Western Oregon
University. Retrieved March 20, 2004, from http://www.tr.wou.edu/rrp/retsug.htm
The State Board of Education (November, 2004). Critical teacher shortage areas: 2005-2006.
Retrieved April, 23, 2005, from http://www.firn.edu/doe/evaluation/pdf/crit1200.pdf
The United States Department of Education (1999). A talented, dedicated, and well-prepared
teacher in every classroom: information kit. Retrieved February 20, 2004, from
http://teacher.scholastic.com/professional/teachertoteacher/ttt/voices-part 1.pdf.
157

Theobald, N. D., & Gritz, R. M. (1995). Allocating resources to influence teacher retention. In
Picus, L.O., & Wattenbarger J.L (Eds.). Where does the money go? (pp. 132-155).
American Education Finance Association, Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Thornton, B., & Mattocks, T. C. (1999). Empowerment of teachers fosters school improvement.
Paper presented at National Council of Professors of Educational Administration, 53rd
Annual Summer Conference, Jackson Hole, WY. August 9-14, 1999. Retrieved July
15th, 2005 from
http://equinox.unr.edu/homepage/thorbill/el700/pdf_files/empowerment_teachers.pdf
U.S. Bureau of Census (2000). Retrieved May 23, 2005 from http://www.census.gov/
U.S. Department of Education (2001, May), NCES. National Education Longitudinal Study:
1988-1994 Descriptive Summary Report (NCES 2001-072), Washington, DC.
Veenman, S. (1984). Perceived problems of beginning teachers. Review of Educational
Research, 54(2), 143-178.
Viadero, D. (2003, April 30). Hasty hiring, heavy duties found to plague new teachers
[Electronic Version]. Education Week, 22(33), p. 7.
Wayne, A. (2000). Teacher supply and demand: Surprises from primary research, Education
Policy Analysis Archives, 8(47). Retrieved February 18, 2004, from
http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v8n47.html
Wenders, J. (2004). The latest bogeyman: teacher retention. Texas Education Review, Retrieved
September 25, 2004 from
http://www.educationreview.homestead.com/2003TeacherRetentionWenders.html
Wong, H. K. (2002). Induction: The best form of professional development [Electronic Version]
Educational Leadership, 59(6), 52-54.
Wood, C. J. (1984). Participatory decision making: Why doesn't it seem to work? The
Educational Forum, 49(1), 55-63.
Wood, C. L., Nicholson, E. W., & Findley, D. G. (1979). The secondary school principal:
manager and supervisor. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

158

